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Reward of Merit 


* *® Ona knoll in the heart of the Huleh 
swamps, in “Galilee of the Gentiles” 
in Northern Palestine stands Naame. 
From the end of August on, a small 
group of young people—Jews from 
the Baltic countries, Jews from Eng- 
land, and also Jews from New York 
City, Detroit, Rochester, N. Y., from 
Saskatchewan and Philadelphia will 
call it home. The directorate of the 


Jewish National Fund has approved 

them as settlers and leaseholders on its 

. land, and the “Anglo-Baltic” commune 
has thus completed its term of appren- 

a ticeship, and may now begin to build 


its permanent settlement. 

Seven years were the years of hard 
labor required before the group earned 
this right. Before that there were the 
years of preparation abroad—the study 
of Hebrew, of Palestine, of Zionism; 
then the years of farm training, in 
which the sheltered youngsters of 
eighteen or of twenty or of twenty-two 
were suddenly, brusquely thrust out on 

cpoe® their own and taught to work and live 


together by sheer experience and hard 


© Let 689 Fifth Avenue knocks; by being put in charge, with 
AY Sacaadon the advice of an instructor, of a farm 
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49 West 34 St. which they were required to maintain 
and manage as their own responsibil- 
ity. Then there was the ordeal of get- 
ting to Palestine—the waiting, the 
frequent disappointment when no per- 
mits for immigration to the Jewish 
Homeland were available; and finally 
the release—the trip singly, or in pairs 
or, at best, in small groups. 

And then the apprenticeship began. 
It was a hard course to run, even under 
“normal” conditions. 

But the Anglo-Baltic kibutz came 














at an abnormal time. Its first settlers 

I WISH YOU AND arrived in Palestine at the outbreak of 
YOUR FAMILY A the Arab terrorism of 1936-1939. Its 
last recruits—until after the war—ar- 

YEAR OF HEALTH rived in the midst of the present world 
_ Catastrophe, Its early years were spent 

AND HAPPINESS in the exposed rural settlements of the 


Jewish community, working by day 
under guard and standing watch at 

night. Its later apprenticeship was 
I, J. F, ¢} spent trying to earn a living somehow 

in Palestine’s plantation zone, at a time 
when the orange industry was at a 
standstill because foreign trade was 
cut off. 

The &ibutz met its problems with 
courage and ingenuity. With a large 
contingent of its men released for vol- 
unteer service in the British armed 
forces, the remainder of its workers 
scattered wherever work was to be 
found. One large group sought out the 
Galilee, that land of hills and springs 
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good but neglected grain growing 
land, and cultivated it. Now that their 
possession has been approved and es- 
tablished on a long-term lease by the 
National Fund, they can gather in the 
scattered members and parted families 
of the Anglo-Baltic #butz—all those, 
that is, who are not prevented by army 
duties from coming home—and set up 
a household in Israel. 

Special congratulations should go at 
this time to the American and English 
Habonim, who will learn what it 
is to have a home in Naame. These 
young people had a particular ordeal 
of their own, a test of their moral fibre, 
more subtle than the common lot of 
halutzim. They had to bear the dis- 
belief and often enough the disap- 


proval of their own closest friends, the 
Zionists in America and Britain. 

The English-speaking young people 
in Naame are simple souls. They ac- 
cepted the basic tenets of Zionism and 
reasoned thus: The Jewish people is 
homeless; we are part of the Jewish 
people; we are homeless. Further, they 
reasoned: the solution of the Jewish 
problem is to reconstitute the Jewish 
people in Palestine, thus ending its 
homelessness; the method of achieving 
this end is the immigration of Jews to 
Palestine; such immigration is the in- 
dividual duty of Jews until the end is 
achieved; we are Jews; we must immi- 
grate to Palestine. 

It is clear that direct, simple-minded 
conclusions from general premises— 


such as the above—are a danger to 
constituted society. If everybody 
thought and acted in this way—di- 
rectly, puritanically, with unhumorous 
morality, without polite reservations— 
none of our conventional institutions 
could exist. What, for instance, would 
be the fate of the present Zionist or- 
ganizations in the country if such atti- 
tudes became generally prevalent? So 
the American—and also the English 
halutzim—had to undergo the special 
ordeal of social disapproval, cold-shoul- 
dering, patronizing, gentle ridicule. 
They met it, And they fully deserve, 
therefore, to experience what, after all, 
does it mean to have a home in the 
land of Israel. 
B.H. 








6 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


The Time Grows Short 


ROM NOW until the time when British 
policy proposes to end Jewish immigration “as 
of right” into the Jewish Homeland is a scant 
half year. Under the provisions of the White Paper. 
which the leaders of the present British Government 
condemned in the strongest terms when it was issued 
but which they have not yet disavowed as members 
of the government, Jewish immigration into Pales- 
tine after March 1944 will depend on the consent of 
the Arabs. 

It is to this situation that the present special issue 

of the JEWISH FRONTIER is addressed. 
= * * 

Repeated suggestions have emanated from high 
quarters that the Jews and Arabs refrain “for the 
duration” from political pressure against the status 
quo in Palestine, in order to permit greater concen- 
tration on the war. This proposal lacks honesty. 
Did the Palestine government itself respect the 
status quo? No; it proceeded heedlessly to destroy 
the very constitutional basis of its presence in Pales- 
tine by enforcing, unilaterally and without authority, 
the illegal White Paper policy. Did it actually re- 
quire the Arabs to respect the status quo? No; it en- 
couraged by its general attitude Arab conferences for 
determining the political future of the Middle East, 
including Palestine, in which the Jewish interest was, 
of course, given scant attention. But the Jews were 
asked to be silent when the criminal treatment of 
the Patria and Struma passengers, the deaths of 
hundreds of refugees banned from Palestine inevit- 
ably resulted from the White Paper policy of ap- 
peasement. They were asked not to press their view- 
point when political and economic post-war plans 
were being elaborated and proclaimed upon the basis 
of the White Paper’s annulment of the National 
Home. 

The essential right of the Jews to buy land for 
settlement in their own Homeland has already been 
denied for almost four years, except for a small por- 
tion of the country where Jews had previously settled 
in large numbers. In the name of the White Paper, 
Jewish refugees fleeing death in Europe during the 
present war have been repeatedly denied admission to 
their Homeland. Some of them found release from 
the sufferings to which they were thereby condemned 
only in the waters of Haifa Bay or of the Black Sea; 
while for others, vessels were found, despite the war- 
time shortage of shipping, to deport them to Mauri- 
tius or Cyprus. Throughout the course of the present 
war, regardless of the welcome aid, both civilian and 
military, which the Jews in Palestine provided to the 
British Army, every opportunity was seized by the 
civil administration to humiliate, ignore, and attempt 
to discredit the Jewish community in Palestine and 


particularly its representative institutions and agen- 
cies for defense and resettlement. 

In all these acts, the Palestine government has pro- 
ceeded under an “authority” which, as the leaders of 
the present British Government themselves stated, 
was illegally assumed. The White Paper policy, 
without the consent of those nations who entrusted 
the Palestine Mandate to Great Britain for the pur- 
pose of reconstituting the Jewish National Home 
there, proposes to confine the Jews to a territorial! 
ghetto in Palestine, and to restrict their number to a 
perpetual minority. This is the inglorious conclusion 
to which, in contempt of the solemnly ratified will of 
our own United States and of fifty-one other nations, 
the White Paper would bring a project honorably 
initiated by the British people for the realization of 
millenial hopes and the solution of a millenial 


problem. 
* * = 


The Arab outbreaks of 1936-39 brought the long- 
vexed question of British policy in Palestine to a crit- 
ical point at which some decision was made indis- 
pensable. While previous uprisings had been re- 
garded as primarily directed against the Jews, the 
anti-British nature of these riots was too clear to 
ignore. It was emphatically underscored by the 
material aid given to Arab terrorists by Germany and 
Italy. 

The Palestine Royal Commission which was sent 
to Palestine to investigate the disturbances began its 
sessions on November 12, 1936, and did not com- 
plete its report until June 22, 1937. Simultaneously 
with the publication of the Royal Commission’s Re- 
port, the British Government issued a White Paper 
accepting the conclusions of the Commission. Chief 
among these was the thesis that the mandate, whose 
primary purpose the Commission recognized to be 
the establishment of the Jewish National Home, was 
unworkable. Consequently the British Government 
proposed to partition Palestine, and create Atab and 
Jewish States, and an area reserved for British 
administration. 

The plan for partitioning Palestine was generally 
opposed by the Arabs. British public opinion re- 
ceived without enthusiasm the declaration that the 
mandate was too difficult an obligation to be admin- 
istered, but hoped that partition might offer a solu- 
tion for Britain’s difficulties. The Zionist Organiza- 
tion and the Jewish Agency refused to surrender 
Jewish rights under the mandate, whose terms they 
demanded should be enforced; rejected the plan of 
partition as outlined in the Royal Commission Re- 
port; but authorized the Executive to ascertain the 
precise terms to be proposed for the creation of a 
Jewish state. 
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Before publishing its White Paper of July 7, 
1937, the British Foreign Office had requested that 
the Permanent Mandates Commission of the League 
of Nations state an advisory opinion concerning the 
partition plan outlined in the Royal Commission 
Report. When the July 7 statement came up for 
debate in Parliament on July 20 and 21, the House 
of Commons refused to accept the Government's 
resolution formally approving the new policy. A 
substitute proposal suggested by Winston Churchill 
was adopted, which instructed the Government to 
obtain the League of Nations’ approval of partition 
before submitting a definitive plan to the House of 
Commons. Accordingly, late in July, the Colonial 
Secretary appeared before the Permanent Mandates 
Commission, which gave a very qualified approval to 
the proposal to investigate the feasibility of partition- 
ing Palestine. In September 1937 the Council of the 
League gave its consent to a further study of the par- 
tition plan, but reserved its right to reject any con- 
crete plan which might be presented. 


A technical commission (the Woodhead Commis- 
sion), to work out the details of a partition plan did 
not begin its investigation in Jerusalem until April 
27, 1938. On November 9, 1938, the Woodhead 
Report was presented to Parliament. It declared that, 
like the mandate according to the Peel Commission, 
the partition plan was unworkable. 


In the White Paper which accompanied this Re- 
port, the British Government executed several rever- 
sals of position at once. It suggested that an agree- 
ment between Jews and Arabs might still be possible. 
It proposed to hold a Round Table Conference to test 
this possibility—a technique for coming to an agree- 
ment which Jewish representatives had been urging 
since 1929, and to which the British Government 
had been only less cold than the Arabs. Finally the 
White Paper declared that in the event that no agree- 
ment was reached at the proposed Round Table Con- 
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ference the Government would then impose its own 
solution of the “Palestine problem.” 

The Conference began on February 7, 1939. It 
was preceded by a declaration by the Secretary of 
State for the Colonies, Malcolm MacDonald, that the 
Government still regarded itself as bound by the 
mandate, but would not rule out the presentation of 
suggestions for modifying it. In addition to Palestin- 
ian Arabs, representatives of Egypt, ‘Iraq, Saudi 
Arabia, Yemen, and Transjordan were invited to 
participate. The Arab representatives refused to 
meet with the Jews; and the pro-Mufti Arabs refused 
to meet the moderate Arab representatives. The 
“Conference” led to no agreement and broke up on 
March 17, 1939. 

Thereupon the British Government prepared the 
White Paper of May 17, 1939. This document, the 
Government claimed, was in harmony with the man- 
date previously declared unworkable. It was accepted 
by the Commons only after the Government, during 
a tense period of international complications, insisted 
on acceptance as a vote of confidence. It was formally 
disapproved by the Permanent Mandates Commis- 
sion. It was never submitted for approval by the 
Council of the League of Nations. Despite all this it 
was put into effect. Under this White Paper policy, 
the land transfer restrictions of February 29, 1940 
wére issued. Its immigration policy was put into 
effect as of March 1939; and in March 1944 it pro- 
vides for stopping Jewish immigration unless Arab 


consent is secured. 
* * *& 


The leading men of the present British Cabinet 
strongly condemned the White Paper and all the 
steps leading to it in their capacity as members of 
Parliament. Under their government, it is now 
reaching its fatal culmination, and they have not yet 
spoken, in order to attest that they are still the men 
they once were. 

The time grows short. 
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The White Paper 


In the statement on Palestine issued Nov. 9, 1938, 
His Majesty’s Government announced their intention 
to invite representatives of the Arabs of Palestine, of 
certain neighboring countries and of the Jewish 
Agency to confer with them in London regarding 
future policy. It was their sincere hope that as a result 
of full, free and frank discussion some understanding 
might be reached. Conferences recently took place 
with Arab and Jewish delegations lasting for a period 
of several weeks and served the purpose of a complete 
exchange of views between the British ministers and 
Arab and Jewish representatives. 

In the light of the discussions as well as of the 
situation in Palestine and reports of the Royal Com- 
mission and Partition Commission, certain proposals 
were formulated by His Majesty’s Government and 
were laid before the Arab and Jewish delegations as 
a basis of an agreed settlement. 

Neither the Arab nor Jewish delegations felt able 
to accept these proposals and the conferences there- 
fore did not result in agreement. 

Accordingly, His Majesty’s Government are free 
to formulate their own policy, and after careful con- 
sideration they have decided to adhere generally to 
the proposals which were finally submitted to and 
discussed with the Arab and Jewish delegations. 

The Mandate for Palestine, the terms of which 
were confirmed by the Council of the League of 
Nations in 1922, has governed the policy of suc- 
cessive British governments for nearly twenty years. 
It embodies the Balfour declaration (of Nov. 2, 
1917) and imposes on the mandatory four main ob- 
ligations. 

These obligations are set out in Articles 26 and 13 
of the Mandate. There is no dispute regarding the in- 
terpretation of one of these articles, that touching 
protection of and access to holy places and religious 
buildings or sites. The other three main obligations 
are generally as follows: 

(1) To place the country under such political, 
administrative and economic conditions as will secure 
establishment in Palestine of a national home for 
the Jewish people, to facilitate Jewish immigration 
under suitable conditions and to encourage, in coop- 
eration with the Jewish Agency, a close settlement 
by Jews on land. 

(2) To safeguard the civil and religious rights of 
all inhabitants of Palestine, irrespective of race and 
religion, and, while facilitating Jewish immigration 
and settlement, to insure that the rights and position 
of other sections of the population are not prejudiced. 

(3) To place the country under such political, 
administrative and economic conditions as will secure 
development of self-governing institutions. 

The Royal Commission and previous commissions 
of inquiry have drawn attention to the ambiguity of 


. 


certain expressions in the Mandate, such as the ex- 
pression, “national home for the Jewish people,” and 
they have found in this ambiguity and a resulting 
uncertainty as to objectives of policy, a fundamental 
cause of unrest and hostility between the Arabs and 
the Jews. 

His Majesty's Government are convinced that in 
the interests of the peace and well being of the whole 
people of Palestine, a clear definition of policy and 
objectives is essential. The proposal of partition rec- 
ommended by the Royal Commission would have 
afforded such clarity, but establishment of self-sup- 
porting independent Arab and Jewish states within 
Palestine has been found to be impracticable. It has 
therefore been necessary for His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment to devise an alternative policy which will, con- 
sistently with their obligations to the Jews and Arabs, 
meet the needs of the situation in Palestine. 

Their views and proposals are set forth below under 
three heads, first, constitution; second, immigration; 
and third, land. 
I. 


CONSTITUTION. 


It has been urged that the expression “national 
home for the Jewish people” offered the prospect 
that Palestine might in due course become a Jewish 
state or commonwealth. His Majesty’s Government 
do not wish to contest the view, which was expressed 
by the Royal Commission, that Zionist leaders at the 
time of issue of the Balfour Declaration recognized 
that the ultimate Jewish state was not precluded by 
the terms of the declaration. 

But, with the Royal Commission, His Majesty's 
Government believe that the framers of the Mandate, 
in which the Balfour Declaration was embodied, 
could not have intended that Palestine should be con- 
verted into a Jewish state against the will of the 
Arab population of the country. That Palestine was 
not to be converted into a Jewish state might be held 
to be implied in the message from the Command 
Paper of 1922, which reads as follows: 

“Unauthorized statements have been made to the 
effect that the purpose in view is to create a wholly 
Jewish Palestine. Phrases have been used such as 
‘Palestine is to become as Jewish as England is Eng- 
lish.” His Majesty’s Government regard any such ex- 
pectation as impracticable and have no such aim in 
view. Nor have they at any time contemplated the 
disappearance or subordination of the Arabic popu- 
lation, language or culture in Palestine. They would 
draw attention to the fact that the terms of the (Bal- 
four) declaration referred to do not contemplate that 
Palestine as a whole should be converted into a Jew- 
ish national home, but that such a home should be 
founded in Palestine.” 
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But this statement has not removed doubts, and 
His Majesty’s Government therefore now declare un- 
equivocally that it is not part of their policy that 
Palestine should become a Jewish state. They would 
indeed regard it as contrary to their obligations to the 
Arabs under the Mandate as well as to assurances 
which have been given to the Arab people in the past 
that the Arab population of Palestine should be made 
subjects of a Jewish state against their will. 

The nature of a Jewish National Home in Pales- 
tine was further described in the Command Paper of 
1922 as follows: 

“During the last two or three generations the Jews 
have recreated in Palestine a community now num- 
bering 80,000, of whom about one-fourth are farm- 
ers or workers upon the land. This community has 
its own political organs: an elected assembly for di- 
rection of its domestic concerns, elected councils in 
towns, and an organization for control of its schools. 
It has its elected chief rabbinate and rabbinical coun- 
cil for the direction of its religious affairs. Its business 
is conducted in Hebrew as a vernacular language and 
a Hebrew press serves its needs. It has its distinctive 
intellectual life and displays considerable economic 
activity. This community, then, with its town and 
country populations, its political, religious and social 
organizations, its own language, its own customs, its 
own life, has in fact ‘national’ characteristics. 

“When it is asked what is meant by the develop- 
ment of the Jewish National Home in Palestine, it 
may be answered that it is not the imposition of a 
Jewish nationality upon the inhabitants of Palestine 
as a whole, but the further development of the exist- 
ing Jewish community with the assistance of Jews in 
other parts of the world, in order that it may become 
a center in which the Jewish people as a whole may 
take, on grounds of religion and race, an interest and 
a pride. But in order that that this community should 
have the best prospect of free development and pro- 
vide a full opportunity for the Jewish people to dis- 
play its capacities, it is essential that it should know 
that it is in Palestine as of right and not on sufferance. 
That is the reason why it is necessary that the existence 
of a Jewish National Home in Palestine should be 
internationally guaranteed, and that it should be 
formally recognized to rest upon ancient historic con- 
nection.” 

H. M. Government adhere to this interpretation of 
the Declaration of 1917 and regard it as an au- 
thoratitive and comprehensive description of the char- 
acter of the Jewish National Home in Palestine. It 
envisaged the further development of the existing 
Jewish community with the assistance of Jews in 
other parts of the world. Evidence that H. M. Gov- 
ernment have been carrying out their obligation in 
this respect is to be found in the fact that since the 
statement of 1922 was published more than 300,000 
Jews have emigrated to Palestine and the population 
of the national home has risen to some 450,000, or 
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approaching a third of the entire population of the 
country. Nor has the Jewish community failed to 
take full advantage of the opportunities given to it. 
The growth of the Jewish National Home and its 
achievements in many fields are a remarkable con- 
structive effort which must command the admiration 
of the world and must be in particular a source of 
pride to the Jewish people. 

In recent discussions the Arab delegations have 
repeated the contention that Palestine was included 
within the area in which Sir Henry McMahon on be- 
half of the British Government in Oct., 1915, under- 
took to recognize and support Arab independence. 
The validity of this claim, based on the terms of cor- 
respondence which passed between McMahon and 
the Sharif of Mecca, was thoroughly and carefully 
investigated by British and Arab representatives dur- 
ing the recent conferences in London. Their report, 
which has been published, states that both the Arab 
and British representatives endeavored to understand 
the point of view of the other party but that they 
were unable to reach agreement upon an interpreta- 
tion of the correspondence. 

There is no need to summarize here the arguments 
presented by each side. His Majesty’s Government 
regret the misunderstandings which have arisen as re- 
gards some of the phrases used. For their part they 
can only adhere for the reasons given by their repre- 
sentatives in the report to the view that the whole of 
Palestine west of the Jordan was excluded from Sir 
Henry McMahon’s pledge, and they therefore cannot 
agree that the McMahon correspondence forms.a just 
basis for the claim that Palestine should be converted 
into an Arab state. 

His Majesty's Government are charged as a manda- 
tory authority to “secure the development of self- 
governing institutions” in Palestine. Apart from this 
specific obligation they would regard it as contrary 
to the whole spirit of the mandate system that the 
population of Palestine should remain forever under 
mandatory tutelage. It is proper that the people of 
the country should as early as possible enjoy the 
rights of self-government which are exercised by the 
people of neighboring countries. His Majesty's Gov- 
ernment are unable at present to foresee the exact 
constitutional forms which the government in Pales- 
tine will eventually take, but their objective is self- 
government and they desire to see established ulti- 
mately an independent Palestine state. It should be 
a state in which the two peoples in Palestine, Arabs 
and Jews, share authority in government in such a 
way that the essential interests of each are secured. 


The establishment of an independent state and the 
complete relinquishment of mandatory control in 
Palestine would require such relations between Arabs 
and Jews as would make a good government possible. 
Moreover the growth of self-governing institutions in 
Palestine as in other countries must be an evolution- 
ary process. A transitional period will be required 








10 


before independence is achieved, throughout which 
the ultimate responsibility for the government of the 
country will be retained by His Majesty's Government 
as the mandatory authority, while the people of the 
country are taking an increasing share in the govern- 
ment, and understanding and co-operation among 
them are growing. It will be the constant endeavor 
of His Majesty’s Government to promote good re- 
lations between the Arabs and the Jews. 

In the light of these considerations, His Majesty’s 
Government make the following declaration of their 
intentions regarding the future government of Pales- 
tine: 

(1) The objective of His Majesty's Government 
is establishment within ten years of an independent 
Palestine state in such treaty relations with the United 
Kingdom as will provide satisfactorily for the com- 
mercial and strategic requirements of both countries 
in the future. This proposal for the establishment 
of an independent state would involve consultation 
with the Council of the League of Nations with a 
view to the termination of the Mandate. 


(2) The independent state should be one in 
which Arabs and Jews share in the government in 
such a way as to insure that the essential interests of 
each community are safeguarded. 


(3) Establishment of an independent state will be 
preceded by a transitional period through which His 
Majesty’s Government will retain responsibility for 
the government of the country. During the transi- 
tional period the people of Palestine will be given an 
increasing part in the government of their country. 
Both sections of the population will have an oppor- 
tunity to participate in the machinery of the govern- 
ment and the process will be carried on whether or 
not they both avail themselves of it. 


(4) As soon as peace and order have been suffici- 
ently restored in Palestine, steps will be taken to carry 
out this policy of giving the people of Palestine an 
increasing part in the government of their country, 
the objective being to place Palestinians in charge of 
all departments of government, with the assistance of 
British advisers and subject to control of the High 
Commissioner. With this object in view, His Majes- 
try's Government will be prepared immediately to ar- 
range that Palestinians shall be placed in charge of 
certain departments with British advisers. Palestinian 
heads of departments will sit in an executive council 
which advises the High Commissioner. Arab and 
Jewish representatives will be invited to serve as 
heads of departments, approximately in proportion 
to their respective populations. The number of Pales- 
tinians in charge of the departments will be increased 
as circumstances permit until all heads of depart- 
ments are Palestinians, exercising administrative and 
advisory functions which are at present performed 
by British officials. When that stage is reached, con- 
sideration will be given to the question of converting 
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the executive council into a council of ministers with 
a consequential change in the status and functions of 
the Palestinian heads of departments. 


(5) His Majesty’s Government makes no propo- 
sals at this stage regarding establishment of an elec- 
tive legislature. Nevertheless, they would regard this 
an appropriate constitutional development and should 
public opinion in Palestine hereafter show itself in 
favor of such a development, they will be prepared, 
provided that local conditions permit, to establish the 
necessary machinery. 


(6) At the end of five years from the restoration 
of peace and order, an appropriate body representa- 
tive of the people of Palestine and of His Majesty’s 
Government will be set up to review the working of 
constitutional arrangements during the transitional 
period and to consider and make recommendations 
regarding the constitution of the independent Pales- 
tine State. 


(7) His Majesty’s Government will require to be 
satisfied that in the treaty contemplated by subpara- 
graph (1) or in the constitution contemplated by sub- 
paragraph (6) adequate provision has been made for: 


(a) The security of, and freedom of access to, the 
Holy places and the protection of the interests and 
property of various religious bodies. 

(b) The protection of the different communities 
in Palestine in accordance with the obligations of His 
Majesty's Government to both Arabs and Jews and 
for the special position in Palestine of the Jewish Na- 
tional Home. 

(c) Such requirements to meet the strategic situ- 
ation as may be regarded as necessary by His Majes- 
ty’s Government in the light of circumstances then 
existing. 

His Majesty’s Government will also require to be 
satisfied that the interests of certain-foreign countries 
in Palestine, for preservation of which they are at 
present responsible, are adequately safeguarded. 


(8) His Majesty’s Government will do everything 
in their power to create conditions which will enable 
the independent Palestine state to come into being 
within ten years. If at the end of ten years it appears 
to His Majesty’s Government that, contrary to their 
hope, circumstances require postponement of the 
establishment of an independent state, they will con- 
sult with the representatives of the people of Pales- 
tine, the Council of the League of Nations and neigh- 
boring Arab states before deciding on such postpone- 
ment. If His Majesty’s Government come to the con- 
clusion that postponement is unavoidable, they will 
invite the co-operation of these parties in framing 
plans for the future with a view to achieving the de- 
sired objective at the earliest possible date. 

During the transitional period, steps will be taken 
to increase the powers and responsibilities of the 
municipal corporations and local councils. 
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Il. 


IMMIGRATION. 

Under Article 6 of the Mandate, the administra- 
tion of Palestine, “while insuring that the rights and 
position of the other sections of the population are 
not prejudiced,” is required to “facilitate Jewish im- 
migration under suitable conditions.” Beyond this 
the extent to which Jewish immigration into Pales- 
tine is to be permitted is nowhere defined in the Man- 
date. But in the Command Paper of 1922 it is laid 
down that for the fulfillment of the policy of estab- 
lishing a Jewish National Home “‘it is necessary that 
the Jewish community in Palestine should be able to 
increase its numbers by immigration. This immigra- 
tion cannot be so great in volume as to exceed what- 
ever may be the economic capacity of the country at 
the time to absorb new arrivals. It is essential to in- 
sure that immigrants should not be a burden upon the 
people of Palestine as a whole and that they should 
not deprive any section of the present population of 
their employment.” 

In practice from that onwards until recent times 
the economic absorptive capacity of the country has 
been treated as the sole limiting factor, and in a letter 
which Ramsay MacDonald, as Prime Minister, sent 
to Dr. Weizmann in February, 1931, it was laid down 
as a matter of policy that the economic absorptive ca- 
pacity was the sole criterion. This interpretation has 
been supported by resolutions of the Permanent Man- 
dates Commission. But His Majesty’s Government 
do not read either the statement of policy of 1922 or 
the letter of 1931 as implying that the Mandate re- 
quires them for all time and in all circumstances to 
facilitate the immigration of Jews into Palestine sub- 
ject only to consideration of the country’s economic 
absorptive capacity. Nor do they find anything in 
the Mandate or in the subsequent statements of policy 
to support the view that the establishment of a Jewish 
National Home in Palestine cannot be effected unless 
immigration is allowed to continue indefinitely. If 
immigration has an adverse effect on the economic 
position in the country, it should clearly be restricted. 

And equally if it has a seriously damaging effect 
on the political position in the country, that is a factor 
which should not be ignored. Although it is not diffi- 
cult to contend that a large number of Jewish immi- 
grants who have been admitted so far have been ab- 
sorbed economically, the fear of the Arabs that this 
influx will continue indefinitely until the Jewish pop- 
ulation is in a position to dominate them has produced 
consequences which are extremely grave for Jews and 
Arabs alike and for the peace and prosperity of 
Palestine. The lamentable disturbances of the last 
three years are only the latest and most sustained man- 
ifestation of this intense Arab apprehension. The 
methods employed by Arab terrorists against fellow 
Arabs must also receive unqualified condemnation. 

But it cannot be denied that the fear of indefinite 
Jewish immigration is wide-spread amongst the Arab 
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population and that it is this fear which made possible 
the disturbances which have given a serious setback 
to economic progress, depleted the Palestine exche- 
quer, rendered life and property insecure and pro- 
duced a bitterness between the Arab and Jewish popu- 
lations which is deplorable between citizens of the 
same country. If in these circumstances immigration 
is continued up to the economic absorptive capacity 
of the country regardless of all other considerations, 
the fatal enmity between the two peoples will be 
perpetuated and the situation in Palestine may be- 
come a permanent source of friction between all the 
peoples in the Near and Middle East. His Majesty’s 
Government cannot take the view that either their 
obligations under the Mandate or considerations of 
common sense and justice require that they should 
ignore these circumstances in framing an immigration 
policy. 

In the view of the Royal Commission, association 
of the policy of the Balfour Declaration with the 
Mandate system implied a belief that Arab hostility 
to the former would sooner or later be overcome. 
It has been the hope of British Governments ever 
since the Bolfour Declaration was issued that in time 
the Arab population, recognizing the advantages to 
be derived from Jewish settlement and development 
in Palestine, would become reconciled to further 
growth of the Jewish National Home. This hope has 
not been fulfilled. The alternatives before His Maj- 
esty’s Government are either to seek to expand the 
Jewish National Home indefinitely by immigration 
against the strongly expressed will of the Arab peo- 
ple of the country, or to permit further expansion of 
the Jewish National Home by immigration only if 
the Arabs are prepared to acquiesce in it. 

The former policy means rule by force. Apart 
from other considerations, such a policy seems to His 
Majesty's Government to be contrary to the whole 
spirit of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations as well as to their specific obligations to the 
Arabs in the Palestine Mandate. Moreover, the rela- 
tions between the Arabs and the Jews in Palestine 
must be based sooner or later on a mutual tolerance 
and good will; peace, security and progress of the 
Jewish National Home itself requires this. There- 
fore, His Majesty's Government, after earnest con- 
sideration and taking into account the extent to which 
the growth of the Jewish National Home has been 
facilitated over the last twenty years, have decided 
that the time has come to adopt in principle the sec- 
ond of the alternatives referred to above. 

It has been urged that all further Jewish immigra- 
tion into Palestine should be stopped forthwith. His 
Majesty's Government cannot accept such a proposal. 
It would damage the whole of the financial and eco- 
nomic system of Palestine and thus affect adversely 
the interests of Arabs and Jews alike. Moreover, in 
the view of His Majesty’s Government abruptly to 
stop further immigration would be unjust to the 
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Jewish National Home. But above all, His Majesty's 
Government are conscious of the present unhappy 
plight of large numbers of Jews who seek refuge 
from certain European countries, and they believe 
that Palestine can and should make a further contribu- 
tion to a solution of this pressing world problem. In 
all these circumstances they believe that they will be 
acting consistently with their mandatory obligations 
to both the Arabs and the Jews and in a manner best 
calculated to serve the interests of the whole people 
of Palestine by adopting the following proposals re- 
garding immigration: 

1. Jewish immigration during the next five years 
will be at a rate which, if the economic absorptive 
capacity permits, will bring the Jewish population 
up to approximately one-third of the total population 
of the country. Taking into account an expected natu- 
ral increase of the Arab and Jewish populations and 
the number of illegal Jewish immigrants now in the 
country, this would allow of admission, as from the 
beginning of April this year, of some 75,000 immi- 
grants over the next five years. These immigrants 
would, subject to the criterion of the economic ab- 
sorptive capacity, be admitted as follows: 

(a) For each of the next five years a quota of 
10,000 Jewish immigrants will be allowed on the 
understanding that a shortage in any one year may 
be added to the quotas for subsequent years, within 
the five-year period, if the economic absorptive ca- 
pacity permits. ECO a 
- (b) In addition, as a contribution toward solution 
of the Jewish refugee problem, 25,000 refugees will 
be admitted as soon as the High Commissioner is 
satisfied that adequate provision for their mainte- 
mance is insured, special consideration being given 
to refugee children and dependents. 

2. The existing machinery for ascertaining the 
economic absorptive capacity will be retained and 
the High Commissioner will have the ultimate re- 
sponsibility for deciding the limits of economic ca- 
pacity. Before each periodic decision is taken, Jewish 
and Arab representatives will be consulted. 

3. After the period of five years no further Jew- 
ish immigration will be permitted unless the Arabs 
of Palestine are prepared to asquiesce in it. 

4. His Majesty’s Government are determined to 
check illegal immigration and further preventive 
measures are being adopted. The number of any 
Jewish illegal immigrants who, despite these meas- 
ures, may succeed in coming into the country and 
cannot be deported will be deducted from the yearly 


quotas. 
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His Majesty’s Government are satisfied that, when 
the immigration over the five years which is now con- 
templated has taken place, they will not be justified 
in facilitating the further development of the Jewish 
National Home by immigration regardless of the 
wishes of Arab population. 

Il. 
LAND. 


The administration of Palestine is required under 
Article 6 of the Mandate, “while insuring that the 
rights and position of other sections of the popula- 
tion are not prejudiced,” to encourage “close settle- 
ment by Jews on the land,” and no restriction has 
been imposed hitherto on the transfer of land from 
Arabs to Jews. Reports of several expert commissions 
have indicated that, owing to the natural growth of 
the Arab population and the steady sale in recent 
years of Arab land to Jews, there is now in certain 
areas no room for further transfers of Arab land, 
while in some other areas such transfers of land must 
be restricted if the Arab cultivators are to maintain 
their existing standard of life and a considerable land- 
less Arab population is not soon to be created . 

In these circumstances the High Commissioner 
will be given general powers to prohibit and regulate 
transfers of land. These powers will date from publi- 
cation of this statement of policy, and the High Com- 
missioner will retain them throughout the transitional 
period. The policy of the government will be directed 
toward development of the land and improvement 
where possible of methods of cultivation. In the light 
of such a development it will be open to the High 
Commissioner, should he be satisfied that the “rights 
and position” of the Arab population will be duly 
preserved, to review and modify any orders passed 
relating to the prohibition or restriction of the trans- 
fer of land. 

In framing these proposals His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment has sincerely endeavored to act in strict accord- 
ance with its obligations under the Mandate to both 
the Arabs and the Jews. Vagueness of the phrases 
employed in some instances to describe these obliga- 
tions has led to controversy and has made the task 
of interpretation difficult. His Majesty’s Government 
cannot hope to satisfy partisans of one party or the 
other in such a controversy as the Mandate has 
aroused. Their purpose is to be just as between the 
two peoples in Palestine whose destinies in that coun- 
try have been affected by the great events of recent 
years and who, since they live side by side, must learn 
to practice mutual tolerance, good will and co-opera- 
tion. 
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In looking to the future, His Majesty's Govern- 
ment is not blind to the fact that some events of the 
past make the task of creating these relations difficult, 
but they are encouraged by the knowledge that at 
many times and in many places in Palestine during 
recent years Arab and Jewish inhabitants have lived 
in friendship together. Each community has much to 
contribute to the welfare of their common land and 
each must earnestly desire peace in which to assist in 
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increasing the well-being of the whole people of the 
country. The responsibility which falls on them no 
less than upon His Majesty’s Government to co-oper- 
ate together to insure peace is all the more solemn 
because their country is revered by many millions of 
Moslems, Jews and Christians throughout the world 
who pray for peace in Palestine and for the happiness 


of her people. 


Statement by the Jewish Agency for Palestine 


1. The new policy for Palestine laid down by the 
Mandatory in the White Paper now issued denies to 
the Jewish people the right to rebuild their national 
home in their ancestral country. It transfers the au- 
thority over Palestine to the present Arab majority 
and puts the Jewish population at the mercy of that 
majority. It decrees the stoppage of Jewish immigra- 
tion as soon as the Jews form a third of the total popu- 
lation. It puts up a territorial ghetto for Jews in their 
own homeland. 

2. The Jewish people regard this policy as a 
breach of faith and a surrender to Arab terrorism. It 
delivers Britain’s friends into the hands of those who 
are biting her and must lead to a complete breach 
between Jews and Arabs which will banish every 
prospect of peace in Palestine. It is a policy in which 
the Jewish people will not acquiesce. The new regime 
now announced will be devoid of any moral basis and 
contrary to international law. Such a regime can only 
be established and maintained by force, 


3. The Royal Commission invoked by the White 
Paper indicated the perils of such a policy, saying it 
was convinced that an Arab Government would mean 
the frustration of all their ( Jews’) efforts and ideals 
and would convert the national home into one more 
cramped and dangerous ghetto. It seems only too 
probable that the Jews would fight rather than submit 
to Arab rule. And repressing a Jewish rebellion 
against British policy would be as unpleasant a task 
as the repression of the Arab rebellion has been. The 
Government has disregarded this warning. 


4. The Jewish people have no quarrel with the 
Arab people. Jewish work in Palestine has not had an 
adverse effect upon the life and progress of the Arab 
people. The Arabs are not landless or homeless as 
are the Jews. They are not in need of emigration. 
Jewish colonization has benefited Palestine and all 
its inhabitants. Insofar as the Balfour Declaration 
contributed to British victory in the Great War, it 
contributed also, as was pointed out by the Royal 
Commission, to the liberation of the Arab peoples. 
The Jewish people has shown its will to peace even 
during the years of disturbances. It has not given 
way to temptation and has not retaliated to Arab vio- 
lence. But neither have the Jews submitted to terror 


nor will they submit to it even after the Mandatory 
has decided to reward the terrorists by surrendering 
the Jewish National Home. 

5. It is in the darkest hour of Jewish history that 
the British Government proposes to deprive the Jews 
of their last hope and to close the road back to their 
Homeland. It is a cruel blow, doubly cruel because 
it comes from the government of a great nation which 
has extended a helping hand to the Jews, and whose 
position must rest on foundations of moral authority 
and international good faith. This blow will not sub- 
due the Jewish people. The historic bond between 
the people and the land of Israel cannot be broken. 
The Jews will never accept the closing to them of 
the gates of Palestine nor let their national home be 
converted into a ghetto. The Jewish pioneers who, 
during the past three generations, have shown their 
strength in the upbuilding of a derelict country, will 
from now on display the same strength in defending 
Jewish immigration, the Jewish home and Jewish 
freedom. 
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OathRead in Palestine Synagogues and Public Meetings 
on May 18th, 1939 


Whereas the British Government has announced 
a new policy in Palestine, the purpose of which is 
the abrogation of the historic rights of the people of 
Israel to the land of Israel, and the repudiation of all 
the solemn undertakings to assist the Jewish people to 
reconstitute its national home in this land; 


And whereas Jewish immigration has been fet- 
tered, and plans laid to cut it off entirely in a short 
time, while severe restrictions are to be imposed 
henceforth on land purchase, in order to preserve the 
land in its desolation; 


And whereas the aspirations for the rebirth and re- 
demption of the land of Israel held for 1,800 years 
have been gravely and brutally assailed, and a re- 
settlement brought about through the efforts and en- 
thusiasm of an entire nation is now to be surrendered 
to an Arab power hostile to the National Home: 


Now therefore the Jewish population proclaims 
before the world that this treacherous policy will not 
be tolerated. The Jewish population will fight it to 
the uttermost, and will spare no sacrifice to frustrate 
and defeat it. No member of the Yishuv will have a 
hand in the creating of any administrative organs 
based on this Policy, nor will anyone co-operate with 
it. 


The Yishuv will neither recognise nor admit any 
callous restriction of Jewish immigration into its land. 
No power in the world can destroy the natural right 
of our brethren to enter the ancestral land for the 
purpose of rebuilding and living within it. The home- 
less will find their way here, and every Jew in this 
land will readily welcome them. 


The Yishuv will not acquiesce in the decree that 
this country’s soil be left barren and desolate. Our 
land-starved nation will make the soil fruitful again 
with the sweat of its brow and with its blood, and no 
power can keep us from it. 

The Yishuy, in entering upon its struggle to resist 
the British Government’s new policy, places its faith 
in the great British democracy and in the sympathy of 
the British people with Israel’s cruel fate, its sufferings 
and hopes. We are persuaded that the great British 
people will understand the spirit of our struggle— 
the struggle of a nation condemned to extinction in 
its Dispersion and fighting for its existence in its 
Homeland. 

The Yishuv, united and steadfast in its fight for 
emancipation, will not surrender to a Policy aimed at 
shattering the last hope of the Jewish people, and 
raises its hand to swear: 

“For Zion’s sake will I not hold my peace, and for 

Jerusalem’s sake I will not rest.” 


Resolution Adopted by the Annual Conference of the 
British Labor Party at Southport, May 1939 


This Conference endorses the stand taken by the 
Parliamentary Labor Party against the Government’s 
Statement of Policy on Palestine. It declares that the 
White Paper, by imposing minority status on the 
Jews, by departing from the principles of economic 
absorptive capacity governing Jewish immigration, 
by making Jewish entry dependent on Arab consent, 
and by restricting Jewish land settlement, violates 
the solemn pledges contained in the Balfour Declar- 
ation and the Mandate. The policy of the White 
Paper represents a further surrender to aggression, 
places a premium on violence and terror, and is a set- 
back to the progressive forces among both Arabs and 
Jews. It also imposes new and intolerable restrictions 
on Jewish immigration at a moment when racial per- 
secution increasingly divides the other countries of 


the world into those Jews are forbidden to enter and 
those in which they find it impossible to live. 

This Conference reaffirms the traditional support 
given by the British Labor Movement to the re-estab- 
lishment of a National Home for the Jewish people 
in Palestine. It recognizes that considerable benefits 
have accrued to the Arab masses as a result of Jewish 
immigration and settlement. This Conference is 
convinced that under the policy of the Balfour 
Declaration and the Mandate, the possibility exists 
for continued and increasing peaceful cooperation 
between the Jewish and Arab peoples in Palestine. 

This Conference calls upon the Government to 
rescind the White Paper policy and to re-open the 
gates of Palestine for Jewish immigration in accord- 
ance with the country’s absorptive capacity. 
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The White Paper Debate 
House of Commons, May 22-23, 1939 


LEOPOLD AMERY 

LEOPOLD STENNETT AMERY, born in November, 
1873, educated at Harrow and Oxford, has been a 
member of the House of Commons since 1911. He 
was a member of the War Cabinet which adopted the 
Balfour Declaration, and has been Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary for Colonies (1919-21), First Lord 
of the Admiralty (1922-24), Secretary of State for 
the Colonies (1924-29), and for Dominion Affairs 
(1925-29). 

Mr. AMERY: ... I had the privilege of being, as 
a Secretary to the War Cabinet, very closely associated 
with the discussions, the long discussions, which pre- 
ceded the Balfour Declaration. My right honourable 
Friend referred to that policy as having been born 
in the tumult of war, and he suggested that there was 
some lack of full consideration about it. He hinted 
to-day, indeed he told us more definitely last Novem- 
ber, that the authors of the Balfour Declaration were 
not aware of the existence of a population of 600,000 
Arabs in Palestine. Believe me, that is entirely re- 
mote from the situation as I remember it. That mem- 
orable document was not issued in haste or light- 
heartedly. It was not a sudden happy thought, a piece 
of war propaganda, meant to win the support of 
American or Russian Jewry; still less was it issued 
in ignorance of the facts of the case in Palestine. 


On the contrary, all the relevant facts, all the dif- 
ficulties that might arise, and were indeed bound to 
arise, from the natural reaction of a primitive popu- 
lation in contact with a new element, separated from 
it even more by centuries of development than by 
race and religion—all those aspects were canvassed 
for many months and were fully understood. But the 
statesmen of that day viewed the problem from a 
wider perspective. They saw in the approaching dis- 
solution of the Ottoman Empire a unique opportunity, 
which could never recur, for contributing to the solu- 
tion of that baffling and tragic problem, the fate of a 
people which is yet not a people, which is a minority 
everywhere, with no home to call its own, whether as 
an actual refuge from oppression or merely as a 
focus for their pride and affection. They knew that 
that problem might become acute again at any mo- 
ment, though they never dreamed of the insane orgy 
of persecution, of extirpation, which has since swept 
over Europe. In that respect, at any rate, they builded 
better than they knew. If foresight is the measure of 
statesmanship, then surely, we should be proud to-day 
that it was British statesmanship which, by bold, con- 


structive prevision, planned the framework of a 
Home, a City of Refuge, which might, if it were al- 
lowed, be at this moment affording immeasurable 
relief, spiritual as well as material, to the agony of 
the Jews. I should have thought that we might have 
been heartened and encouraged to-day to carry on a 
policy, so far-seeingly initiated and already so fruit- 
fully advanced, with fresh confidence and with a 
keener determination to overcome all obstacles. In- 
stead, we have this White Paper, which, from begin- 
ning to end, is a confession of failure, a direct nega- 
tion of the principles on which our administration in 
Palestine has been based, and, in my view at any rate, 
a repudiation of the pledges on the strength of which 
the government of Palestine was entrusted to our 
hands... 


The Jews were to be in Palestine as of right, 
and not on sufferance, and no other consideration was 
to be allowed to prevent their free entry and free 
settlement as long as that entry and that settlement 
did not inflict direct injury upon the existing com- 
munity, Jew or Arab. That was the meaning, the 
only possible meaning, of the test of economic ab- 
sorptive capacity. To the principle of that test every 
British Government since has been pledged. My right 
honourable Friend has said that it is not in the Man- 
date. That is quite true, but the Permanent Mandates 
Commission and the League of Nations accepted it 
as a legitimate limitation of wider demands which the 
Jews might otherwise have been encouraged to ad- 
vance. They never accepted it as a mere maximum 
which might be whittled down at the convenience 
of the administration at any moment. I quote what 
the Commission said less than two years ago: 


“The Commission do not question that the Man- 
datory Power, responsible as it is for the mainte- 
nance of order in the territory, may on occasion 
find it advisable to take such a step and is compe- 
tent to do so as an exceptional and provisional 
measure. It feels, however, bound to draw atten- 
tion to this departure from the principle, sanctioned 
by the League Council, that immigration is to be 
proportionate to the country’s economic absorptive 
capacity.” 

That does not mean that the economic absorptive 
capacity of the country is an outside limit to which 
you might work up if it suited you. Now, in the 
present White Paper, the whole settlement of 1922 
is thrown overboard. It is a direct reversal of prin- 
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ciple and policy. It means that henceforth, after a 
brief interlude of drastic restriction, Jews will only 
be able to enter their national home on sufferance 
of the Arabs. The word used in the White Paper is 
“acquiescence.” I should be glad if my right honour- 
able Friend could tell me the difference between the 
two words... 


In November my right honourable Friend told us 
that he had adopted from my right honourable Friend 
the Member for Epping (Mr. Churchill) the watch- 
word “not partition, but perseverance.” What is the 
watchword now? Partition has faded into the back- 
ground; perseverance has oozed away. The watch- 
word is, “appease the Arabs,” appease the Mufti. 
Appease them at all costs. Appease them by abandon- 
ing the declared policy of every Government for 20 
years past. Appease them by breaking faith with the 
Jews. Appease them at the cost of sacrificing all the 
prestige which we might have gained from either 
Jews or Arabs by consistency, by firmness, by justice 
to both sides. After all, stripped of all verbiage, what 
does the White Paper mean? It means, to begin with, 
that the Arab contention that Palestine is an Arab 
country in which the Arab point of view must pre- 
vail over all other considerations, is accepted without 
qualification. No, with one very important qualifica- 
tion—delay. The Jews are to be a permanent minor- 
ity. After an interval their entry is to be on sufferance, 
and no longer as of right. After that they are to live 
—subject to indefinite safeguards under a guarantee, 
which, we imagine, will be pretty worthless— in a 
National Home carried on under the rule of the 
Mufti. In every pledge that we have given—and I 
need not delay the House by repeating all the pledges 
that have been given right through to the Debate 
last November; repeated to a deputation by the Prime 
Minister only a few weeks ago—the Jews were not 
to be placed in a position of permanent minority 
under the Arabs. . . 


How Wu It WorkP 

Looking at the matter from the point of view of 
one who has had to administer Palestine, I ask my- 
self, how is the new policy going to work out on the 
spot? The Arabs have had all their claims acknow]l- 
edged. The actual settlement of these claims is rele- 
gated to the future. Jewish immigration will not be 
stopped for five years; self-government is to come, 
perhaps in 10 years. Knowing that what they have 
secured has been secured by violence, they will draw 
the obvious conclusion that, unless His Majesty’s 
Government are kept on the run, by more intransi- 
gence, more violence, more pressure from neighbor- 
ing States, the hopes that are now raised may possibly 
never be fulfilled. The White Paper is a direct in- 
vitation to the Arabs to continue to make trouble. 
As for the Jews, they are now told that all the hopes 
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that they have been encouraged to hold for 20 years 
are to be dashed to the ground, all their amazing 
effort wasted—in so far as it was an effort to create 
a National Home—all the pledges and promises that 
have been given to them, broken. That is to be their 
reward for loyalty, for patience, for almost unbeliev- 
able self-restraint. Let us not forget of whom we are 
asking this. These are not like the Jews in Germany. 
a helpless, hopeless minority. They are a formidable 
body of people. They are composed largely of younger 
men who have undergone military training and are 
quite capable of defending themselves, of holding 
their own, if only we allowed them. They are people 
who have felt the breath of freedom and who mean 
to remain free. They are people who believe the land 
in which they are living is their own, not merely by 
old sentimental association, or even international 
sanction, but because, such as it is to-day, they have 
created it. Does my right honourable Friend believe 
that these people will be content to be relegated to 
the position of a statutory minority, to be denied all 
hope of giving refuge and relief to their tortured 
kinsfolk in other countries; that they will wait pas- 
sively until, in due course, they and the land they 
created are to be handed over to the Mufti? That is 
not only my view, but the view of the Royal Com- 
mission .. . 

I wonder how the Government envisages the actual 
administration of Palestine under their new policy. 
New heads of departments are to be appointed im- 
mediately. They are to be “Palestinians,” a blessed 
word, like Mesopotamia, under cover of which, the 
White Paper shirks all the difficulties of the position. 
No Jew will accept office. No Arab dare do so, with- 
out the Mufti’s express permission, without his visa. 
The Government still keeps up the pretense of treat- 
ing the Mufti as a criminal and an outlaw. But they 
made no attempt to exclude his nominee from the 
conference. I assume that they will make no effort 
to exclude them from these quasi-ministerial appoint- 
ments. My right honourable Friend says that in the 
last resort they will be subject to the High Commis- 
sioner. If a man has to choose between two masters, 
one of whom can dismiss him, but who may find it 
very embarrassing to do so, and another who would 
have no hesitation in ordering his assassination, which 
master is he the more likely to obey? If any man is 
to be pitied in this world under the new project it is 
His Majesty’s High Commissioner in Palestine. I 
wonder of Sir Harold McMichael was ever consulted 
about it. I wonder if General Haining was ever con- 
sulted. I wonder if Sir Charles Teggart, who has 
worked so valiantly to restore order, was ever con- 
sulted. The whole of this policy is stillborn. If it is 
not swept away by the greater storm that may break 
upon us at any moment, it is bound to peter out in 
bitterness and confusion. 





Son 
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Tuis PANic SCHEME... 

Meanwhile, this panic scheme is to be pushed in 
panic haste through Parliament. Why? The whole 
matter is to come up before the Mandates Commis- 
sion in a few weeks. Would it not be wiser for the 
Government to make sure that the Mandates Com- 
mission are prepared to endorse so complete a de- 
parture from the conditions of the Mandate(*)? Why 
should this House make itself look foolish by ap- 
proving a scheme in advance which is more than 
likely to be rejected as a breach of our mandatory ob- 
ligations? That was the view taken by this House 
even ON sO Minor a question as partition two years 
ago. Again, two years ago this House insisted upon 
having something more definite than the Royal Com- 
mission’s proposals. Those proposals were precision 
itself compared with the scheme which my right 
honourable Friend has asked us this afternoon ta ap- 
prove. With the exception of the one definite figure 
of Jewish immigration, the whole of it is vague and 
absolutely undefined. 


Lastly, we are told that when the independent 
State is set up Arabs and Jews are to “share in the 
government in such a way that the essential interests 
of each are safeguarded.” What on earth does that 
mean? Does it mean some equal voting power by 
which the Jews can veto legislation prejudicial to 
them? Is it a vague hint at some sort of quasi federa- 
tion? If so, why are we not told? Why is it not made 
clear that no federal scheme is possible, consistent 
with any fulfillment of the Mandate, which does not 
give the Jews control of immigration and land settle- 
ment? Or does it just mean nothing at all? It is pre- 
posterous to ask the House to shut its eyes, open its 
mouth and swallow this half-baked project . . . 


For my part I feel that I cannot divest myself of a 
definite personal responsibility in this matter. For 
nearly seven years I was directly concerned in the 
administration not only of Palestine, but of Trans- 
jordania, Iraq and other Arab countries. I worked 
wholeheartedly for what I believed to be the interests 
of all the peoples of those countries, of every race. I 
believe that I enjoyed the good will and the respect 
of both Jews and Arabs. I could never hold up my 
head again to either Jew or Arab if I voted to-morrow 
for what, in good faith, I repeatedly told both Jews 
and Arabs was inconceivable, namely, that any British 
Government would ever go back upon the pledge 
given not only to Jews but the whole civilized world 
when it assumed the Mandate . . . I shall most cer- 
tainly give my vote for the Opposition Amendment 
to-morrow. I should be ashamed to take any other 
course. 





(*) As a matter of fact, the Permanent Mandates Commission 
at its thirty sixth session practically rejected the scheme of the 
White Paper. 
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HERBERT Morrison 

HERBERT MORRISON, member of Cabinet, was 
born on January 3, 1888. One of the leading figures 
of the British Labor Party, he was its Chairman from 
1928 to 1929. He was Minister of Transport in 
1929-31, Minister of Supply in 1940, and is now 
Home Secretary and Minister of Home Security. 

Mr. HERBERT MoRRISON: ... This White Paper 
contains a lot of wishful thinking which is in conflict 
with the hard facts of the situation. It is useless con- 
tinually wishing and hoping that the Arabs and the 
Jews will live together in friendly harmony. Wish- 
ing for things does not make those things happen. 
Hoping for change does not make the change occur. 
If change is to be brought about, if improvement is 
to be achieved, things have to be done, Ministers have 
to act, Administrations have to make changes in their 
administration in order that things may be done. I 
am weary of listening to the right honourable Gentle- 
man the Secretary of State, and still more weary of 
listening to the Under-Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs [Mr. Richard Butler, who was as responsible 
for the White Paper as Mr. MacDonald himself}, 
saying to the Arabs and the Jews, “Be friends, live 
together in harmony,” just as they said it to the 
Franco people and the Republicans in Spain. At least, 
I would not mind them making these moral urgings 
if they would do something about it and make some 
contribution to a new situation. It is not enough 
merely to wish that things may get better. Statesman- 
ship must create social, economic and political con- 
ditions that make that possible. Government must be 
just, but it must also repress disorder, or Government 
must abdicate, and His Majesty’s Government, faced 
with this disorder, have not consistently faced the 
implications of the disorder. They have run away. 
They have neither repressed disorder effectively and 
permanently, nor have they abdicated from their func- 
tions. 


Knowing that most of the trouble in Palestine has 
been created, not by the masses of the Arab people 
at all, but through a minority of certain classes of the 
Arabs, probably mostly by the agents of Herr Hitler 
and Signor Mussolini, knowing that that was so— 
and it began in the days when the Prime Minister had 
a particular friendship with Herr Hitler and Signor 
Mussolini—knowing that this trouble was largely the 
creation of foreign intervention and the activities of 
foreign agents, the Government nevertheless ran away 
in the earlier days of these difficulties. Then they 
plucked up some courage, and the Army was sent 
out. The disorders were largely stopped, order was 
largely restored, and now the Government proposes 
to run away again. Properly handled, the Govern- 
ment need not send any material British force to 
Palestine at all to keep order. Properly handled, the 
Government could have had, and can still have, the 
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active co-operation of the Jews and of a large pro- 
portion of the Arabs in maintaining order in Pales- 
tine; and I do not see why the Government should 
not, at any rate in part, solve this problem on that line. 
There are people willing to train themselves to fight 
for the defence, order, and security of their own 
country, and I suggest that, subject to proper safe- 
guards and answerable to the High Commissioner, 
they should be able to co-operate with the British 
Government in preserving order in their own country. 

But instead of taking such a line, the Palestinian 
Government have been weak and uncreative, and so 
have the home Government, with their consistent in- 
consistencies of policy and with their constant vacil- 
lations. The unfortunate consequence is that a wide- 
spread impression has been created that the way to 
make the British lion run is to make disorder, to mur- 
der, to ambush, and to assassinate. I venture to say 
that it is really a most unfortunate state of affairs 
when the impression has been created that the way to 
get things out of the British Government, the way 
to impress them, the way to modify their policy, is 
not to be reasonable, not to argue, not to persuade, 
but to resort to force and violence. As the noble Lord 
[Earl Winterton, an outspoken anti-Zionist] the 
present Paymaster-General, said in the House of 
Commons on 29th April, 1920: 

“It would be intolerable, if the legitimate 
hopes of the Zionists were in any way affected 
by serious disturbances in that country.” 

That is exactly what is happening to-day, and it is 
almost admitted in the words of the White Paper 
itself, to which I now come. This White Paper can 
be shortly summarised. It proposes to see to it that 
there shall be a minority in Palestine. That is defi- 
nitely laid down, but it was said in the 1922 Declara- 
tion, for which the right honourable Member for 
Epping (Mr. Churchill) was responsible: 

“But in order that this (that is to say, the 
Jewish) community should have the best pros- 
spect of free development and provide a full 
opportunity for the Jewish people to display its 
capacities, it is essential that it should know that 
it is in Palestine as of right and not on suffer- 
ance.” 

If they are going to be there in a permanent mi- 
nority and in due course under a Government in 
which they are a permanent minority, they will obvi- 
ously be there, not “as of right,” but “on sufferance.”. . 

On page 9 of the White Paper there is, almost in 
words, a complete surrender to disturbance, violence, 
murder and assassination, for the White Paper says, 
after argument about immigration, and so on: 

“The lamentable disturbances of the past three 
years are only the latest and most sustained man- 
ifestation of this intense Arab apprehension. The 
methods employed by Arab terrorists against 
fellow-Arabs and Jews alike must receive un- 
qualified condemnation.” 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


It may be said that it is not fair to blame the whole 
thing on the Arabs. The Government ought to have 
given equal credit to Herr Hitler and Signor Musso- 
lini for the part they have played in this matter. Tke 
Government then go on, in terms, to set out that it 
shall not be the British Government that is to deter- 
mine the quota or degree of Jewish immigration, that 
it shall not be the actual conditions in Palestine them- 
selves, that it shall not be economic absorptive capac- 
ity, or other considerations, because on page 10 of the 
White Paper they say: 


“The alternatives before His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment are either (1) to seek to expand the 
Jewish National Home indefinitely by immigra- 
tion, against the strongly expressed will of the 
Arab people of the country or (2) to permit 
further expansion of the Jewish National Home 
by immigration only if the Arabs are prepared 
to acquiesce in it.” 


That alternative (2) means that the Arabs—and it 
is well known that the agents of Hitler and Mussolini 
are working with the Arabs—are to be the sole ar- 
biters as to the degree and extent of Jewish immigra- 
tion into Palestine. The Government having stated 
the alternatives, the second of which was to permit 
further expansion of the Jewish National Home by 
immigration, only if the Arabs are prepared to 
acquiesce in it, the White Paper says: 

“Therefore, His Majesty's Govenrment, after 
earnest consideration, and taking into account 
the extent to which the growth of the Jewish 
National Home has been facilitated over the 
last twenty years, have decided that the time has 
come to adopt in principle the second of the 
alternatives referred to above.” 

So they go on to the immigration formula, with its 
limitations, and finally give power to the High Com- 
missioner to restrict dealings in land, which will put 
another economic stranglehold upon Jewish immigra- 
tion and will be a double check to them in another and 
a direct economic way. The Government ought to 
think again about giving that great power to the 
High Commissioner. 


A BREACH OF PLEDGES 


We regard this White Paper and the policy in it 
as a cynical breach of pledges given to the Jews and 
the world, including America. This policy will do us 
no good in the United States, where we need to be 
done good, and where we need the good will of the 
great American people. It comes at a time of tragedy 
and apprehension for the Jewish race throughout the 
world, and it ought not to be approved by the House 
to-day. The Mandates Commission of the League of 
Nations ought to have an opportunity of discussing 
it. If there is dispute about the quasi-legal arguments, 
they ought to be referred for decision to an oppropri- 
ate international legal tribunal. I beg the House not 
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to approve this White Paper, but at the very least to 
insist that the Government shall engage in the ap- 
propriate international consultations before the House 
is asked to make a decision on a matter which is not 
only a British matter but one for the international 
conscience of the world, and a matter in which all 
other countries of the world are by implication in- 
volved. 

If we do this thing to-day we shall have done a 
thing which is dishonourable to our good name, which 
is discreditable to our capacity to govern and which 
is dangerous to British security, to peace and to the 
economic interest of the world in general and of our 
own country. Moreover, it will not work. The Jews 
and the Arabs have both said they will not have this 
solution. Therefore, illegal disorders will probably 
go on and the friction will continue. This does not 
solve the problem. It is not even an effective surren- 
der that brings peace to a country that so badly needs 
peace. Remember that if the troubles continue scope 
will be given to the agents of Herr Hitler and Signor 
Mussolini who in various places seem to have the 
habit of lodging bombs in canvas suit-cases; it hap- 
pened in Jerusalem and I gather that it is happening 
in London, and I am apprehensive that if things go on 
as they are there will soon be a shortage of canvas 
suit-cases in Germany and Italy. 

Remember that ten years hence there is to be, if 
all goes well, responsible self-government in the 
country, subject to certain reservations in the inter- 
est of Imperial strategy. We are told that there is 
to be responsible self-government. There will be at 
least a two-thirds Arab majority. It is known in all 
parts of the House, it is known to Ministers, that a 
number of the leaders of the Arab disturbances in 
Palestine have been acting by the encouragement of 
German and Italian agents. It is known that part of 
those disturbances, a large part, can be traced to 
German and Italian activities in that country. Sup- 
pose Herr Hitler is in power in ten years time and 
suppose Mussolini is in power, what is to stop them 
then still sending their agents to Palestine and work- 
ing upon the Arab people in the way they have been 
doing—working for the persecution of the Jewish 
race, working for the disarmament of the Jewish race 
by the new Government, working for the exclusion 
and persecution of the Jewish race in Palestine? What 
is to prevent them from doing that? As far as I can 
see, nothing, and about that possibility the right 
honourable Gentleman thinks nothing at all. 

I do not know what Government will be in power 
in ten years, and it would certainly be wrong for me to 
indicate what such a Government would do in cir- 
cumstances that we cannot foresee and cannot know, 
but I think it ought to be known by the House that 
this breach of faith, which we regret, this breach of 
British honour, with its policy, with which we have no 
sympathy, is such that the least that can be said is 
that the Government must not expect that this is 
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going to be automatically binding upon their suc- 
cessors. They must not expect that. I will go no 
further than that, but they must understand that this 
document will not be automatically binding upon 
their successors in office, whatever the circumstances 
of the time may be. 


We cannot prevent this evil thing being done. We 
cannot prevent this White Paper being approved. 
Honourable Members opposite alone can stop this 
thing happening, and I appeal to them. I ask them 
to remember the sufferings of these Jewish people all 
over the world. I ask them to remember that Pales- 
tine, of all places in the world, was certainly the place 
where they had some right to expect not to suffer or 
to have restrictions imposed upon them. Look at the 
extent of the country—this little patch of territory. 
Transjordan has been taken away. The rest of the 
Arabian countries released from Turkish rule as a 
result of the War have an enormous area. This tiny 
patch, Palestine, about the size of Wales, is left, and 
we are to stop these people from going there. I ap- 
peal to honourable Members opposite to take their 
courage in both hands, to put the honour of their 
country before the narrow claims of party, and to 
bring to bear all the pressure they can, all the in- 
fluence they can, to prevent His Majesty's Govern- 
ment from doing this thing that they ought not to do. 


WINSTON CHURCHILL 


Mr. CHURCHILL: . . . I say quite frankly that I 
find this a meancholy occasion. Like my right honour- 
able Friend the Member for Spakbrook (Mr. Amery), 
I feel bound to vote against the proposals of His 
Majesty's Government. As one intimately and re- 
sponsibly concerned in the earlier stages of our Pales- 
tine policy, I could not stand by and see solemn en- 
gagements into which Britain has entered before the 
world set aside for reasons of administrative con- 
venience o#—and it will be a vain hope—for the 
sake of a quiet life. Like my right honourable Friend, 
I should feel personally embarrassed in the most 
acute manner if I lent myself, by silence or inaction, 
to what I must regard as an act of repudiation. I can 
understand others take a different view. There are 
many views which may be taken. Some may consider 
themselves less involved in the declarations of former 
Governments. Some may feel that the burden of 
keeping faith weighs upon them rather oppressively. 
Some may be pro-Arab and some may be anti-Semite. 
None of these motives offers me any means of escape 
because I was from the beginning a sincere advocate 
of the Balfour Declaration, and I have made repeated 
public statements to that effect. 


It is often supposed that the Balfour Declaration 
was an ill-considered, sentimental act largely con- 
cerned with the right honourable Member for Car- 
narvon Boroughs (Mr. Lloyd George), for which the 
Conservative party had no real responsibility, and 








20 


that, as the Secretary of State said yesterday, it was 
a thing done in the tumult of the War. But hardly 
any step was taken with greater deliberation and re- 
sponsibility. I was glad to hear the account which my 
right honourable Friend the Member for Sparkbrook 
gave, derived from the days when he was working 
in the Secretariat of the War Cabinet, of the care and 
pains with which the whole field was explored at that 
time. Not only did the War Cabinet of those days 
take the decision, but all Cabinets of every party after 
the War, after examining it in the varying circumstan- 
ces which have arisen, have endorsed the decision and 
taken the fullest responsibility for it. It was also en- 
dorsed in the most cordial and enthusiasitc terms by 
many of the ablest Conservative Private Members 
who came into the House when a great Conservative 
majority arrived after the General Election at the end 
of 1918. It was endorsed from the very beginning 
by my right honourable Friend the Prime Minister 
[Mr. Neville Chamberlain}. 

I make him my apologies for going back as far as 
20 years, but when you are dealing with matters which 
affect the history of two or three thousand years, there 
is no reason why the continuity of opinion should not 
be displayed. My right honourable Friend, on 13th 
October, 1918, said: 

“The sympathy of the British Government 
with Zionist aspirations does not date from yes- 
terday .. . My father was anxious to find such a 
territory within the limits of the British Con- 
stitution . . . To-day the opportunity has come. 
I have no hesitation in saying that were my 
father alive today he would be among the first to 
welcome it and to give it his hearty support.” 

Then other members of the Government, most dis- 
tinguished members, who were then Private Members 
in the House—a brilliant crop, if I may say so, in 
their young first fresh flight—made a strong effort. 
The Dominions Secretary [Sir Thomas Walker Ho- 
bart Inskip}, quite a slim figure on the benches up 
here, was heavily engaged. There were also the 
Minister of Health [Mr. Walter E. Elliot], the Home 
Secretary [Sir Samuel Hoare] and above all the Prime 
Minister; and this is the memorial they sent us. I 
abridge it, but not in such a way as to alter its sense. 
I may in abridging it diminish its force, but its force 
is evident from the extract: 


“We, the undersigned, having cordially wel- 
comed the historic Declaration made on 2nd 
November, 1917, by His Majesty's Govern- 
ment” — 

that is, the Balfour Declaration: 

“That it would use its best endeavors to fa- 
cilitate the establishment of a Jewish National 
Home in Palestine . . . now respectfully and 
solemnly urge upon His Majesty’s Government 
the necessity of redeeming this pledge by the 
acceptance of a Mandate under the League of 
Nations.” 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


Here was this statement which was made and which 
was put forward, and while I say I do not compare the 
responsibility of Private Members with that exercised 
by Ministers of the Crown or by the head of the 
Government, nevertheless I think, when all is said 
and done, that Zionists have a right to look to the 
Prime Minister to stand by them in the days of his 
power. They had a special right to look to him be- 
cause he was not only giving effect to his own deep 
convictions, but was carrying forward the large con- 
ceptions of his father whose memory he reveres and 
whose renown he has revived. I was not a member 
of the War Cabinet in the days when this pledge 
was given. I was serving under it as a high func- 
tionary. That was the position of the Secretaries of 
State. I found myself in entire agreement with those 
sentiments so well expressed by the Prime Minister 
and his friends when they were sending in their 
memorial. 

When I went to the Colonial Office it was in this 
spirit that I wrote this dispatch, under the authority 
of the Cabinet, which is quoted so much in the 
White Paper now before us. Great use is made of 
this dispatch of 1922 in the White Paper. It is 
sought to found the argument of the White Paper 
largely upon it. I stand by every word in those 
lengthy quotations which have been made from what 
I wrote. I would not alter a sentence after the 16 
years that have passed, but I must say I think it 
rather misleading to quote so extensively from one 
part of the dispatch without indicating what was its 
main purpose. The particular paragraph quoted 
would do little to cool down the ardour of the Zionist 
and little to reassure the apprehensions of the Arabs. 
The main purpose of the dispatch was clear. This 
is what I said in paragraph (1): 

“His Majesty’s Government have no inten- 
tion of repudiating the obligations into which 
they have entered towards the Jewish people.” 

I then proceeded to say that the Government would 
refuse to discuss the future of Palestine on any basis 
other than the basis of the Balfour Declaration. 
Moreover, the whole tenor of the dispatch was to 
make it clear that the establishment of self-governing 
institutions in Palestine was subordinated to the 
paramount pledge and obligation of establishing a 
Jewish National Home in Palestine. In taking up 
this position on behalf of the Government of the 
day I really was not going any further than the views 
which were ardently expressed by some of the ablest 
and most promising of our back-benchers at that 
time. The fact that they are leading Ministers today 
should, I think, have gained for the problem of Pales- 
tine a more considered and more sympathetic treat- 
ment than it has received. 

Last night the Under-Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs used a surprising argument. He suggested 
that the obligation to introduce self-governing insti- 
tutions into Palestine ranked equally with the obliga- 
tion to establish a Jewish National Home. In this 
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very dispatch of mine, which represented the views 
of the entire Government of the day, the greatest 
pains were taken to make it clear that the paramount 
duty was the establishment of a National Home. It 
was said on page 6: 

“The position is that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment are bound by a pledge which is antecedent 
to the Covenant of the League of Nations, and 
they cannot allow a constitutional position to 
develop in a country for which they have ac- 
cepted responsibility to the principal Allied 
Powers which may make it impracticable to 
carry into effect a solemn undertaking given by 
themselves and their Allies.” 


A New DEFAULT . 


Now I come to the gravamen of the case. I regret 
very much that the pledge of the Balfour Declaration, 
endorsed as it has been by successive Governments, 
and the conditions under which we obtained the Man- 
date, have both been violated by the Government's 
proposals. There is much in this White Paper which 
is alien to the spirit of the Balfour Declaration, but 
I will not trouble about that. I select the one point 
upon which there is plainly a breach and repudiation 
of the Balfour Declaration—the provision that Jew- 
ish immigration can be stopped in five years’ time 
by the decision of an Arab majority. That is a plain 
breach of a solemn obligation. I am astonished that 
my right honourable Friend the Prime Minister, of 
all others, and at this moment above all others, 
should have lent himself to this new and sudden 
default. 

To whom was the pledge of the Balfour Declara- 
tion made? It was not made to the Jews of Palestine, 
it was not made to those who were actually living in 
Palestine. It was made to world Jewry and in par- 
ticular to the Zionist associations. It was in conse- 
quence of and on the basis of this pledge that we 
received important help in the War, and that after 
the War we received from the Allied and Associated 
Powers the Mandate for Palestine. This pledge of 
a home of refuge, of an asylum, was not made to the 
Jews in Palestine but to the Jews outside Palestine, 
to that vast, unhappy mass of scattered, persecuted, 
wandering Jews whose intense, unchanging, uncon- 
querable desire has been for a National Home—to 
quote the words to which my right honourable Friend 
the Prime Minister subscribed in the Memorial which 
he and others sent to us: 

“The Jewish people have through centuries 
of dispersion and persecution patiently awaited 
the hour of its restoration to its ancestral home.” 

Those are the words. They were the people outside, 
not the people in. It is not with the Jews in Palestine 
that we have now or at any future time to deal, but 
with world Jewry, with Jews all over the world. That 
is the pledge which was given, and that is the pledge 
which we are now asked to break, for how can this 
pledge be kept, I want to know, if in five years’ time 





21 


the National Home is to be barred and no more Jews 
are to be allowed in without the permission of the 
Arabs? 

I entirely accept the distinction between making 
a Jewish National Home in Palestine and making 
Palestine a Jewish National Home. I think I was 
one of the first to draw that distinction. The Gov- 
ernment quote me, and they seem to associate me 
with them on this subject in their White Paper, but 
what sort of National Home is offered to the Jews 
of the world when we are asked to declare that in 
five years’ time the door of that home is to be shut 
and barred in their faces? The idea of home to 
wanderers is, surely, a place to which they can resort. 
When grievous and painful words like “breach of 
pledge,” “repudiation” and “default” are used in 
respect of the public action of men and Ministers 
who in private life observe a stainless honour—the 
country must discuss these matters as they present 
themselves in their public aspect—it is necessary to 
be precise, and to do them justice His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment have been brutally precise. On page 11 of 
the White Paper, in Sub-section (3) of paragraph 
14 there is this provision: 

“After the period of five years no further 
Jewish immigration will be permitted unless 
the Arabs of Palestine are prepared to acquiesce 
in it.” ; 

Now, there is the breach; there is the violation of the 
pledge; there is the abandonment of the Balfour 
Declaration; there is the end of the vision, of the 
hope, of the dream. If you leave out those words 
this White Paper is no more than one of the several 
experiments and essays in Palestinian constitution- 
making which we have had of recent years, but put 
in those three lines and there is the crux, the peccant 
point, the breach, and we must have an answer to 
ee 


UNILATERAL DENUNCIATION 


It is said specifically on page 10 of the White 
Paper that Jewish immigration during the next five 
years will be at a rate which, if the economic ab- 
sorptive capacity allows, will bring the population 
up to approximately one-third of the total population 
of the country. After that the Arab majority, twice 
as numerous as the Jews, will have control, and all 
further Jewish immigration will be subject to their 
acquiescence, which is only another way of saying 
that it will be on sufferance. What is that but the 
destruction of the Balfour Declaration? What is it 
but one-sided denunciation—what is called in the 
jargon of the present time a unilateral denunciation 
—of an engagement? 

There need be no dispute about this phrase “econ- 
omic absorptive capacity.” It represented the inten- 
tions of the Government and their desire to carry 
out the Palestinian Mandate in an efficient and in a 
prudent manner. As I am the author of the phrase, 
perhaps I may be allowed to state that economic ab- 
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sorptive capacity was never intended to rule without 
regard to any other consideration. It has always 
rested with the Mandatory Power to vary the influx 
of the Jews in accordance with what was best for 
Palestine and for the sincere fulfilment—one must 
presuppose the sincere fulfilment—of our purpose in 
establishing a Jewish National Home there. It was 
never suggested at any time that the decision about 
the quota to be admitted should rest with the Jews 
or should rest with the Arabs. It rested, and could 
only rest at any time, with the Mandatory Power 
which was responsible for carrying out the high 
purpose of the then victorious Allies. The Man- 
datory Commission of the League of Nations, as was 
mentioned by the spokesman for the Opposition 
when he opened the Debate this afternoon, has rec- 
ognized fully that the Mandatory Power was entitled 
to control the flow of immigration, or even to suspend 
it it in an emergency. What they are not entitled 
to do, at least not entitled to do without reproach— 
grave public and worldwide reproach, and I trust 
self-reproach as well—is to bring the immigration to 
an end so far as they are concerned, to wash their 
hands of it, to close the door. That they have no 
right whatever to do... 

I cannot understand what are the credentials of the 
Government in this matter of Palestine. It is less 
than two years—about 18 months if I remember 
aright—since they came forward and on their faith 
and reputation, with all their knowledge and con- 
certed action, urged us to adopt a wholly different 
solution from that which they now place before us. 
The House persuaded them then not to force us into 
an incontinent acceptance of their partition plan, and 
within a few months, though they did not thank us 
for it, they had themselves abandoned and discarded it 
as precipitately as they had adopted it. Why, now, 
should they thrust this far more questionable bundle 
of expedients upon us? Surely it would only be pru- 
dent and decent for the Government, following the 
advice given by the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
[Sir John Simon] when he was a private Member 
in 1930, following the opinion of the jurists of those 
days, to ascertain the view taken by the Mandates 
Commission of the League of Nations, before whom 
these proposals are to go, before claiming a Parli- 
amentary decision in their favour. 

I cannot understand why this course has been 
taken. I search around for the answer. The first 
question one would ask onself is foreshadowed in a 
. reference made in the speech of my honourable 
Friend, and is this: Is our condition so parlous and 
our state so poor that we must, in our weakness, 
make this sacrifice of our declared purpose? Although 
I have been very anxious that we should strengthen 
our armaments and spread our alliances and so in- 
crease the force of our position, I must say that I have 
not taken such a low view of the strength of the 
British Empire or of the very many powerful coun- 
tries who desire to walk in association with us; but 
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if the Government, with their superior knowledge 
of the deficiencies in our armaments which have 
arisen during their stewardship, really feel that we 
are too weak to carry out our obligations and wish to 
file a petition in moral and physical bankruptcy, that 
is an argument which, however ignominious, should 
certainly weigh with the House in these dangerous 
times. But is it true? I do not believe it is true. I 
cannot believe that the task to which we set our hand 
20 years ago in Palestine is beyond our strength, or 
that faithful perseverance will not, in the end, bring 
that task to a glorious success. . . 

We must ask ourselves another question, which 
arises out of this: Can we—and this is the question— 
strengthen ourselves by repudiation? Shall we relieve 
ourselves by this repudiation? I should have thought 
that the plan put forward by the Colonial Secretary 
in his White Paper, with its arid constitutional ideas 
and safety catches at every point, and with vagueness 
overlaying it and through all of it, combines, so far 
as one can understand it at present, the disadvantages 
of all courses without the advantages of any. The 
triumphant Arabs have rejected it. They are not 
going to put up with it. The despairing Jews will 
resist it. What will the world think about it? What 
will our friends say? What will be the opinion of 
the United States of America? Shall we not lose 
more—and this is a question to be considered ma- 
turely—in the growing support and sympathy of the 
United States than we shall gain in local administra- 
tive convenience, if gain at all indeed we do? ... 

It is hoped to obtain five years of easement in Pales- 
tine by this proposal; surely the consequence will be 
entirely the opposite. A sense of moral weakness in 
the mandatory Power, whose many years of vacilla- 
tion and uncertainty have, as the right honourable 
Gentleman admitted yesterday, largely provoked the 
evils from which we suffer, will rouse all the violent 
elements in Palestine to the utmost degree. In order 
to avoid the reproach, the bitter reproach, of shutting 
out refugees during this time of brutal persecution, 
the quota may be raised, as we were told by the Sec- 
retary of State, and may be continued at an even 
higher level in the next five years. Thus, irritation 
will continue and the incentive to resist will be ag- 
gravated. What about these five years? Who shall 
say where we are going to be five years from now? 
Europe is more than two-thirds mobilized to-night. 
The ruinous race of armaments now carries whole 
populations into the military machine. That cannot 
possibly continue for five years, nor for four, nor 
for three years. It may be that it will not continue 
beyond the present year. Long before those five years 
are past, either there will be a Britain which knows 
how to keep its word on the Balfour Declaration and 
is not afraid to do so, or, believe me, we shall find 
ourselves relieved of many oversea responsibilities 
other than those comprised within the Palestine 
Mandate. 

Some of us hold that our safety at this juncture 
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resides in being bold and strong. We urge that the 
reputation for fidelity of execution, strict execution, 
of public contracts, is a shield and buckler which 
the British Empire, however it may arm, cannot dis- 
pense with and cannot desire to dispense with. Never 
was the need for fidelity and firmness more urgent 
than now. You are not going to found and forge 
the fabric of a grand alliance to resist aggression, 
except by showing continued examples of your firm- 
ness in carrying out, even under difficulties, and in 
the teeth of difficulties, the obligations into which 
you have entered. I warn the Conservative party— 
and some of my warnings have not, alas, been ill- 
founded—that by committing themselves to this 
lamentable act of default, they will cast our country, 
and all that it stands for, one more step downward 
in its fortunes, which step will later on have to be 
retrieved, as it will be retrieved, by additional hard 
exertions. That is why I say that upon the large 
aspect of this matter the policy which you think is 
a relief and an easement you will find afterwards 
you will have to retrieve, in suffering and greater 
exertions than those we are making. 

I end upon the land of Palestine. It is strange 
indeed that we should turn away from our task in 
Palestine at the moment when, as the Secretary of 
State told us yesterday, the local disorders have been 
largely mastered. It is stranger still that we should 
turn away when the great experiment and bright 


House of Lords, 


Lorp SNELL 
. HENRY SNELL, member of the British Labor 
Party, was a farm worker in his youth, and in 1931 
he rose to the eminence of first Baron of Plumstead, 
and entered the House of Lords. He was educated at 
Nottingham University College, the London School 
of Economics, and the University of Heidelberg. His 
Parliamentary career began in 1922 when he fust 
entered the House of Commons. In 1929 he was a 
member of the Royal Commission investigating the 
disturbances in Palestine. In 1931 he was Parlia- 
mentary Under-Secretary of State for the India office, 
and since 1940 Deputy Leader of the House of Lords. 


LorD SNELL: . . .We know that over a series of 
years the Government have varied between one policy 
and another, first swallowing partition without ex- 
amining it and then repudiating it without giving any 
reasons for such repudiation. However, we appear 
now to have arrived at a crisis in this tragic, mo- 
mentous, and, as I believe, continuously mismanaged 
question, and Parliament has once more to decide 
whether it will accept a policy of expediency put for- 
ward in this White Paper or whether it will get back 
to fundamentals and ask whether it has really and 
truly honoured its obligations to the great body that 
entrusted it with this responsibility. 
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dream, the historic dream, has proved its power to 
succeed. Yesterday the Minister responsible descanted 
eloquently in glowing passages upon the magnificent 
work which the Jewish colonists have done. They 
have made the desert bloom. They have started a 
score of thriving industries, he said. They have 
founded a great city on the barren shore. They have 
harnessed the Jordan and spread its electricity 
throughout the land. So far from being persecuted, 
the Arabs have crowded into the country and multi- 
plied till their population has increased more than 
even all world Jewry could lift up the Jewish popu- 
lation. Now we are asked to decree that all this is to 
stop and all this is to come to an end. We are now 
asked to submit—and this is what rankles most with 
me—to an agitation which is fed with foreign 
money and ceaselessly inflamed by Nazi and by 
Fascist propaganda. 

It is 20 years ago since my right honourable 
Friend used these stirring words: 

“A great responsibility will rest upon the 
Zionists, who, before long, will be proceeding, 
with joy in their hearts, to the ancient seat of 
their people. Theirs will be the task to build up 
a new prosperity and a new civilization in old 
Palestine, so long neglected and mis-ruled.” 

Well, they have answered his call. They have ful- 
filled his hopes. How can he find it in his heart to 
strike them this mortal blow? 


May 23rd, 1939 


I would remind your Lordships that Parliament 
has previously refused to accept policies which were 
commended by the same arguments and with the 
same urgency.: In 1930, for example, when the Gov- 
ernment of Mr. Ramsay MacDonald appeared to be 
whittling down the conditions of the Mandate, and 
again when the Peel Commission presented their Re- 
port, Parliament withheld its approval, although this 
policy was liberal in comparison with the policy which 
is now presented to us. In the long run we are driven 
back here to consider the moral issues which confront 
oe 
The Mandate, as I understand it, was the most im- 
portant international obligation ever entrusted to a 
single nation. If we had made a success of it, it would 
have established forever our prestige in history. If 
we make a failure of it— and our record up to now 
has been one of complete and unrelieved failure— 
that will count to us for incompetence or something 
worse. We accepted this Mandate knowing perfectly 
well what it involved. The Mandate is but an elabo- 
rated interpretation of the Balfour Declaration and 
in the Balfour Declaration the purpose of it was made 
perfectly clear, a declaration of sympathy with Zion- 
ist aspirations. Now the Jews, under the Balfour 
Declaration, were promised specific assistance in the 








24 


establishment of their National Home, and other in- 
habitants were granted their civil and religious rights. 
In the policy which your Lordships are to-day asked 
to accept the scales are precisely reversed—that is to 
say, the Arabs are to have the veto. The noble Mar- 
quess [The Marquess of Dufferin and Ava, Under 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, who asked the 
approval of the White Paper} has denied that a veto 
is involved, but sub-paragraph (3) of paragraph 14, 
on page 11 of the White Paper, says that “no further 
Jewish immigration will be permitted unless the 
Arabs of Palestine are prepared to acquiesce in it.” 

If that is not veto it‘comes to something periliously 
near to it. And in regard to land, again the Jews can 
only get more land with the consent of a political 
majority who, it is well known, will never concede 
an extra dunam ... 

Well, what does the Mandate mean? The Peel 
Commission sustained the view that its main purpose 
was the establishment of the Jewish National Home. 
The Shaw Commission, to which I have referred, 
agreed that it governed the entire situation. It has 
never been previously in doubt that it was to enable 
the Jewish people to obtain one place on earth where 
they might be as of right, and not on sufferance, and 
on the soil that was made glorious by their ancestors. 
The language of the Mandate appears to my mind 
to be clear. The preamble says: 

“... the Mandatory should be responsible for 
putting into effect the Declaration originally 
made on November 2, 1917, by the Government 
of His Britannic Majesty, and adopted by the 
said Powers, in favor of the establishment in 
Palestine of a national Home for the Jewish peo- 
ple.” 

Later it says: 

“Whereas His Britannic Majesty has accepted 
the Mandate in respect of Palestine and under- 
taken to exercise it on behalf of the League of 
Nations in conformity with the following pro- 
visions” 

and then the provisions are given. 

Now, it seems to me that that conferred upon our 
country an almost sacred obligation. Whatever the 
letter of the Mandate may be interpreted to mean, the 
spirit of it, beyond all doubt, was the establishment 
of a National Home for the Jewish people. It is 
perfectly true that the Mandate does not define what 
- the National Home means... 

Mr. Lloyd George, giving evidence before the 
Royal Commission, said: 

“The idea was that the Jewish State was not 
to be set up immediately by the Peace Treaty 
without reference to the wishes of the majority 
of the inhabitants. On the other hand it was 
contemplated that when the time arrived for 
according representative institutions in Palestine, 
if the Jews had meanwhile responded to the 
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opportunity afforded to them and had become 
a definite majority of the inhabitants, then Pal- 
estine would thus become a Jewish Common- 
wealth.” 
So that the whole thing depended on whether the 
Jewish people responded. That they did respond 
history will prove, and that they have created mir- 
acles of redemption in a somewhat desolate land is 
known to all who have had the privilege to see their 
work. 

What does a National Home mean? What does 
it mean in the language of homely, wayfaring men? 
Does it mean when a people are petrified, as a minor- 
ity amid a majority of hostile people? Is it a home 
when you are an unwelcome lodger in the house of 
somebody else who hates and tries to injure you? 
If so, then the Jews already have their national home 
in several places: in Germany, Poland, Russia and 
elsewhere. ‘‘National Home” can only mean one 
thing: that is what a home means to the individual, 
a place where he may be by right and not on suffer- 
ance, a place where he can erect his own altars, a 
place that is indeed his home. That is what the word 
“home” always has meant, and it cannot mean any- 
thing else. It was the main purpose of the Mandate; 
all the rest was auxiliary and precautionary. Yet the 
Jews, for whose benefit it was established, are to be 
condemned to a perpetual minority. Immigration is 
to cease after five years. A State is to be created in 
which the Arabs, by a majority of two to one, will 
control the situation, control the sale of land, control 
immigration, and indeed control the life of the Jew- 
ish people. I venture to say that that was not the 
original purpose of the Mandate. 

There is also the question of economic absorption. 
This in 1922 was proclaimed as the sole determining 
factor, and we may now remember in passing that 
Palestine at that time was divided. In order that the 
last shred of suspicion and of grievance should be 
taken away from the Arab population, the whole 
of Trans-Jordan was given to them. Now for political 
reasons, not economic, the Jews are restricted to one- 
third of the population. Here, I think, beyond all 
question—and I very carefully refrain from accusing 
His Majesty's Government of betraying any trust— 
at least it seems to me that there is an inescapable 
breach of a promise that was solemnly made. The 
noble Marquess said that economic absorptive capac- 
ity was never sacred to His Majesty’s Government. 
Perhaps not, but the word of the British Government 
was sacred to the Jewish people. That is the thing 
that matters. The mind of His Majesty's Government 
is past finding out, even if I were to delay you by 
speaking for a long time. But it does seem to me an 
extraordinary thing that they accepted partition on the 
ground that these two races could never live in happi- 
ness together, and now they expect a minority to 
live in the proportion of one to two and be subject to 
Arab law... 
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Now I must hasten to my close. In trying to be as 
short as possible one has to speak without shades and 
qualifications, and to put things in rather a bald way 
. .. 1 would say only this about the future. The Jew- 
ish people, in my belief, have been heroically re- 
strained. They have suffered one indignity after an- 
other. The Government have never fulfilled their 
elementary duty of keeping order and preserving life. 
The Jews have given no trouble: they have been 
patient, creative and orderly. I cannot tell what the 
reactions to this policy which you are asked to thrust 
through will be, but it will be very deeply resented, 
rightly or wrongly. It does not matter whether the 
thing is true or not for the moment: the Jewish people 
feel deeply wounded in their soul. I cannot help re- 
flecting that before our time a deeply wounded Jew- 
ish Samson pulled the pillars of the house about his 
ears. We have missed a great opportunity. We might 
have had in the Eastern Mediterranean a great de- 
fensive bastion manned by a people passionately de- 
voted to the soil of their fatherland. We have turned 
that people’s mind to sullen and resentful passivity. 
I believe that this is a wrong policy, and the Amend- 
ment which I have proposed suggests that it is incon- 
sistent with the letter and the spirit of the Mandate, 
that it will not promote the peace desired, and that 
Parliament ought not to commit itself before the 
Mandates Commission has had an opportunity of con- 
sidering it. I ask the support of your Lordships on 
this matter, not only because it is right but in order 
to preserve the honour of our nation. . . 


THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY 


Most Rev. Cosmo Gordon Lang was born on Oc- 
tober 31, 1864 and educated in Glasgow and Oxford 
Universities. He was Curate of Leeds from 1890 to 
1893, and Fellow and Dean of Divinity of Magdalen 
College, Oxford during 1893-96. He was Vicar of 
Portsea in 1896-1901, Bishop of Stepeny in 1901- 
1908, Canon of St. Paul’s in 1901-1908. He became 
Bishop of York 1908 and served in that capacity until 
1928 when he was made Bishop of Canterbury. He 
holds high honorary religious positions. 


THE LorD ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY: . . . 
When I come to the actual policy as outlined in this 
White Paper, then I am bound in honesty to say that 
I have very grave misgivings. I cannot feel that it 
holds out a prospect of reasonable justice to the Jews. 
Consider their position—as indeed it was put before 
your Lordships by the noble Viscount opposite. In 
1914 they were 80,000; they are now more than 
450,000. They have been encouraged to enter the 
country; they have been encouraged to invest great 
sums of money in industrial and other enterprises; 
they have erected very noble buildings; and, apart 
from the industrial and agricultural improvements 
which they have wrought, they have set a seal upon 
the genuineness of their belief in a Jewish culture of 
their own by their noble University in Jerusalem. 
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As far as concerns the results of their presence in 
the part of Palestine in which they chiefly dwell, those 
of us who have seen those Jewish settlements must 
feel that they are a fulfillment of the old prophesy 
that “‘the desert shall blossom as the rose.” All the 
while that they have carried out a plan about which 
the noble Viscount rightly quoted what was said, that 
it ought to excite the admiration of the world, they 
have been buoyed up by the thought that in some 
special way this territory which they have so wonder- 
fully improved would justify the title of a National 
Home. Hitherto the immigration of the Jews has 
been governed by the limits of what has been called 
“economic absorptive capacity.” I am told that if 
immigration for the next five years is confined to the 
limits of the White Paper, it will only reach about 
one-half of the possible economic absorptive capacity 
of the country, and then it is to cease altogether when 
the numbers reach one-third of the total population, 
unless the Arabs are prepared to acquiesce in an ex- 
tension. If the Arabs were willing to allow an exten- 
sion over that one-third of the population, another of 
the wonders of the world would have occurred! The 
position is, therefore, that the Jews are reduced to 
the status of a permanent minority in a preponder- 
atingly Arab State. After all their hopes, they shall 
return in their National Home to that minority status 
which has been their lot through long centuries in 
every part of the world! 

I venture to think that it was precisely from this 
permanent minority status that they hoped to escape. 
They had hoped that in one place upon this earth this 
people of something like sixteen and a half millions 
might have a sphere of their own, where they could 
show what was in them, where they could be masters 
of their own destiny and affairs, and where these 
could be a centre of Jewish life, culture, and influence 
throughout the world. If they have, for obvious 
reasons, thrown very special.emphasis upon numbers, 
I believe that in their hearts what Zionists have de- 
sired more than anything is that they should get their 
freedom from this minority status. Now. I have to 
repeat, they are given the prospect that the minority 
status will be permanent, and whatever a National 
Home may have meant—we all know how many in- 
terpretations are put upon it—it surely cannot have 
meant that. It surely must have meant that some- 
where in Palestine there would be a place where the 
Jews would be able to fulfill their aspirations, in 
some territory in which they had some autonomous 
control. 

I have always had the greatest possible sympathy 
with the Arabs. I am bound to say that those who 
have been in Palestine cannot but have that sympathy. 
It is very widely felt in this country. I recognize the 
force of their claims and of their fears, but I feel 
bound to quote to your Lordships some words spoken 
in this House in 1923 by Lord Milner, at the very 
time when he professed himself in favour of a pro- 
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Arab policy. I quote them as showing that it is not 
possible to regard the Arabs as those to whom a pre- 
dominating influence in the future of Palestine should 
be entrusted. Lord Milner said: 


“Palestine can never be regarded as a country 
on the same footing as the other Arab countries. 
You cannot ignore the fact that this is the cradle 
of two of the greatest religions of the world. It 
is a sacred land to the Arabs, but it is also a 
sacred land to the Jew and the Christian, and the 
future of Palestine cannot possibly be left to be 
determined by the temporary impressions and 
feelings of the Arab majority in the country of 
the present day.” 


Then, I submit, it is still less reasonable that it should 
be determined by a permanent Arab majority in a 
single future Palestinian State. 


I am well aware of other reasons, of another kind, 
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which lie apparently behind these proposals, and 
which have led the Government to be particularly 
careful lest they should offend Arab susceptibilities. 
I recognise the force of those reasons. I think they 
may be exaggerated, but at least I cannot think they 
are sufficient to justify what seems like very scant 
justice to the Jews. I could not myself use the lan- 
guage which comes very bitterly from the lips of 
that most remarkable man, Dr. Weizmann, that this 
White Paper is a breach of faith. I am quite certain 
His Majesty's Government themselves have no kind 
of consciousness that this is the fact, and I am sure 
it certainly was not in their minds, but can we be 
surprised that Dr. Weizmann and his comrades re- 
gard it almost as taking back all that had been prom- 
ised? Certainly they feel it so strongly that it is useless 
to dismiss from our minds that resistance to these 
proposals on the part of the Jewish community in Pal- 
estine will be obstinate and bitter . . . 


Observations of the Permanent Mandates Commission 


(Geneva, June 8th-29th, 1939) 


1. In September, 1937, His Britannic Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom, being desirous 
of working out a settlement of the Palestine problem, 
was authorized by the Council of the League of 
Nations to study the practical application of a 
scheme of partition recommended by the Royal 
Commission under the chairmanship of the late Lord 
Peel, involving the creation of an independent Arab 
State and an independent Jewish State, while certain 
parts of the country were to remain under the admin- 
istration of the mandatory Power. The Commission 
set up by the mandatory Power for this purpose 
visited Palestine in 1938, and reached conclusions 
which led His Majesty’s Government to decide that 
the proposed ‘solution was impracticable. In a reso- 
lute attempt to bring about an understanding be- 
tween the opposing sections of the population of 
Palestine, the United Kingdom Government organ- 
ized in London, in the early part of 1939, confer- 
ences at which exchanges of views took place be- 
‘tween Ministers of the Crown on the one hand, and 
the representatives of the Arabs and of the Jews on 
the other. The discussions failed to bring about the 
desired agreement, and His Majesty’s Government 
accordingly considered itself free to formulate its 
own policy. 

2. In these circumstances, it communicated to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations on May 
20th, 1939, a document entitled ‘“Palestine—State- 


ment of Policy,” in which such a policy is laid down. 
It requested the Secretary-General to have the docu- 
ment circulated to the members of the Permanent 
Mandates Commission at the same time as to the 
members of the League of Nations. The former had 
also received the document direct from the United 
Kingdom Government. 

3. At the meeting of the Council of the League of 
Nations on May 22nd, 1939, moreover, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom announced the 
communication of the document to his colleagues. 
The representative of France pointed out that the 
proposed terms of settlement would be submitted to 
the Mandates Commission. The representative of 
Latvia, speaking as Rapporteur to the Council on 
mandates questions, said: — 

“The Council would no doubt be called upon to 
deal with the question at a later session. In the 
meantime, the Permanent Mandates Commission, 
which would meet in ordinary session in June, 
1939, would have an opportunity of examining 
the recent decisions of the United Kingdom Gov- 
ernment.” 

4. The Mandates Commission had the honor of 
hearing the Right Honorable Malcolm MacDonald, 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, who came to 
Geneva to explain his Government’s intentions as 
more briefly set out in the White Paper. The Secret- 
ary of State also expounded his reasons for believing 
that the policy was in conformity with the provisions 
of the Palestine mandate. ; 
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5. The Commission desire to recall these facts to 
show why, though neither the mandatory Power nor 
the Council had expressly invited it to state its opin- 
ion on this matter, it nevertheless felt bound, having 
regard to the circumstances in which the question 
was brought to its notice, to give its careful consider- 
ation and to communicate to the Council such obser- 
vations as that examination might suggest. 

6. The Commission considered the problem at its 
meetings on June 15th, 16th, 17th and 20th, with 
the assistance of the Secretary of State for the 
Colonies and his advisers, After discussing the matter 
at its meetings on June 21st, 22nd, 24th, 26th, 27th, 
28th and 29th, it then drew up the present 
observations. 


7. In submitting them to the Council, the Com- 
mission desires, in the first place, to pay a sincere 
tribute to the Government of the mandatory Power 
for the consideration which on this occasion it has 
once more shown to the League of Nations, and for 
this further proof of its attachment to this institution. 
The Commission was particularly grateful to the 
Secretary of State for the clarity of his statements and 
for the inexhaustible patience with which he lent 
himself to the long and arduous exchange of views 
which the Commission was privileged to have with 
him. 

8. Being anxious both to formulate as concisely as 
possible its conclusions and at the same time, in a 
matter of such importance and complexity, to leave 
no doubt as to any of the considerations by which it 
has been inspired, the Commission ventures to draw 
the particular attention of the Council to the minutes 
of its meetings of June 21st and 22nd. In the 
minutes of the proceedings will be found a full state- 
ment of the grounds for opinions which are here only 
indicated briefly. 


9. From the first, one fact forced itself to the 
notice of the Commission—namely, that the policy 
set out in the White Paper was not in accordance 
with the interpretation which, in agreement with the 
mandatory Power and the Council, the Commission 
had always placed upon the Palestine mandate. 

In order to prove this, it will be enough to say 
that, only two years ago, the Government of the 
mandatory Power declared, in the statement of policy 
which accompanied the report published by the 
Royal Commission, that the present mandate was 
unworkable. In view of this, the Mandates Commis- 
sion communicated to the Council its opinion that a 
mandate which was declared unworkable by the 
mandatory Power almost became so by that very fact. 


10. In 1937, there was already a conflict between 
Jewish and Arab aspirations, which the United King- 
dom Government admitted its inability to reconcile; 
that conflict was the principle obstacle to Palestine’s 
being administered in accordance with the mandate. 
Since that time, the conflict has become more and 
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more intense. In 1937, the United Kingdom Gov- 
ernment, feeling itself unable equitably to administer 
Palestine under the present mandate, believed that 
the possibility of so doing was to be found in a terri- 
torial partition for which no provision was made 
therein, while today it considers its policy to be in 
accordance with the mandate. Does this not show 
that that instrument had at that time a different 
meaning in: the eyes of the mandatory Power from 
that which it has today? 


11. The Commission did not, however confine 
itself to establishing this single fact. It went on to 
consider whether the Palestine mandate might not 
perhaps be open to a new interpretation which, while 
still respecting its main principles, would be suffici- 
ently flexible for the policy of the White Paper not 
to appear at variance with it. The Commission was all 
the less reluctant to raise this question since, accord- 
ing to the mandatory Power, no such contradiction 
existed. The Commission learned from the Secretary 
of State for the Colonies that the mandatory Power 
considered, on the strength of the opinion expressed 
by its legal advisers, that, in view of the changed situ- 
ation, the policy which it proposed to pursue was in 
agreement with the mandate, itself based on Article 
22 of the Covenant and on the Balfour Declaration. 


12. During the examination of this latter ques- 
tion, divergent views were found to exist among the 
members of the Commission. 


13. In view of these divergencies, and of the re- 
sultant inability of the Commission to submit on this 
point conclusions which would be both definite and 
unanimous, it can only refer the Council to the Min- 
utes of its meetings for an account of the individual 
views of its members. 


14. As will be seen therein, four of the latter* 
did not feel able to state that the policy of the White 
Paper was in conformity with the mandate, any con- 
trary conclusion appearing to them to be ruled out 
by the very terms of the mandate and by the funda- 
mental intentions of its authors. 


15. The other members, three in number,** were 
unable to share this opinion; they considered that ex- 
isting circumstances would justify the policy of the 
White Paper, provided the Council did not oppose it. 


16. All the members agree in thinking that the 
considerations put forward in the report of the Royal 
Commission of 1937 and in the preliminary opinion 
presented by the Mandates Commission in August of 
the same year have not lost their relevance; the solu- 
tions envisaged in these two documents (excluding 
the setting-up of two independent States withdrawn 
at the outset from mandatory control) should be 
borne in mind at the appropriate moment. 


* The representatives of Belgium, Holland, Norway and Switzer- 
land. Edstors. 

** The representatives of Great Britain, France and Portgual. 
Edstors. 
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Palestine Land Regulations 


In exercise of the powers vested in me by Article 
16p of the Palestine Orders in Council, 1922 to 
1939, I, Sir Harold Alfred MacMichael, K.C.M.G., 
D.S.O., High Commissioner for Palestine, do hereby 
make the following regulations: 

1. These regulations may be cited as the Land 
Transfers Regulations, 1940, and shall be deemed to 
have come into force on the eighteenth day of May, 
1939. 

2. For the purpose of these regulations there shall 
be two zones in Palestine which shall be demarcated 
as set out in the Schedule hereto. 

The exact boundaries of Zone A and Zone B are 
indicated on a plan marked..........., which is deposited 
in the offices of ........... and is available for inspection 
during office hours. 

3. The transfer of land situated within Zone A, 
save to a Palestinian Arab, shall be prohibited: 

' Provided that the High Commissioner may, if he 
considers it desirable so to do— 

(2) permit of the mortgage of such land to such 
companies or societies as he may approve; 

(4) permit the transfer of such land by Palestinian 
Arabs to religious or charitable institutions; 

(¢) permit the transfer of such land to persons 
not being Palestinian Arabs if, in his opinion, 
such transfer is necessary for the purpose of 
consolidating existing holdings, or of effect- 
ing the parcellation of village musha’ within 
the meaning of the Land (Settlement of 
Title) Ordinance; 

(d) in the case of land within the said Zone 
owned by persons not being Palestinian 
Arabs, by general or special order, permit the 
transfer of such land to persons not being 
Palestinian Arabs: 

Provided, further, that the High Commissioner 
may, if he considers it desirable so to do, authorise 
the transfer of any land situated within the said Zone 
to persons not being Palestinian Arabs, if application 
for the registration of such transfer was lodged in the 
Land Registry before the date of publication of these 
regulations in the Gazette: 

Provided, further, that this regulation shall not 
apply to any transfer of land made in the execution of 
any judgment or order of a Court, Chief Execution 
_ Officer or Land Settlement Officer— 

(a) in satisfaction of a mortgage executed and 
registered before the date of the coming into 
force of these regulations, or 

(b) delivered or made before the date of publi- 
cation of these regulations in the Gazette. 

4. The transfer of land situated within Zone B 
by a Palestinian Arab, save to a Palestinian Arab, 
shall be prohibited unless the person to whom such 
transfer is intended to be made has received the ap- 


proval in writing of the High Commissioner, which 
he may, in his unfettered discretion, grant or refuse: 

Provided that this regulation shall not apply to 
any transfer of land made in the execution of any 
judgment or order of a Court, Chief Execution Offi- 
cer or Land Settlement Officer— 

(a) in satisfaction of a mortgage executed and 
registered before the date of the coming into 
force of these regulations, or 

(6) delivered or made before the date of publi- 
cation of these regulations in the Gazette. 

5. Any transfer of land made in contravention of 
the provisions of these regulations shall be null and 
void. 

6.—(1) The High Commissioner may require any 
person making application for the High Commis- 
sioner's aproval to the transfer of any land under 
these regulations to support such application by afh- 
davits by himself or any other person. 

(2) Any person— 

(a) who knowingly makes any false statement in 
any affidavit made for the purposes of these 
regulations, or 

(4) who knowingly uses for the purposes of these 
regulations any affidavit containing any false 
statement, is guilty of an offence and is liable 
to imprisonment for seven years. 

7. The provisions of these regulations sha!l be in 
addition to, and not in derogation of, the provisions 
of the Land Transfer Ordinance. 

8. Nothing in these regulations shall be deemed— 

(a) to apply to the transfer of any land situated 
within the area of any municipal corporation 
established from time to time under the pro- 
visions of the Municipal Corporations Ordi- 
nance, 1934, or 

(6) to apply to the transfer of any public lands 
by or on behalf of the High Commissioner 
or to the transfer of any land to the High 
Commissioner in accordance with any law or 
Ordinance or otherwise; or 

(c) to affect the power to expropriate land under 
the provisions of any law or Ordinance for 
the time being in force. 

9. For the purposes of these regulations— 

“Palestinian Arab” shall be deemed to be an Arab 
who is ordinarily resident in Palestine. In case of any 
dispute as to whether a person is an Arab or whether 
he is ordinarily resident in Palestine, the question 
shall be referred to the High Commissioner, whose 
decision thereon shall be final; 

“land” includes water, buildings, trees and any 
interest in, or right in, to or over land, water, buildings 
or trees; 

“transfer” includes leases, mortgages, charges and 
any other dispositions. 
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Statement by the Jewish Agency 


The Jewish Agency deeply regrets that the con- 
troversy between His Majesty’s Government and 
themselves over the Statement of Policy published in 
May, 1939, is now reopened by the enacting of the 
Land Regulations. At a time when, under the Nazis, 
millions of Jews suffer as no. nation has suffered in 
modern history, His Majesty's Government take ac- 
tion endangering the Jewish national heritage, of 
which they are the appointed trustee. 


These Land Regulations forbid the acquisition of 
land by Jews in the greater part of Palestine, and 
severely restrict it in most of the rest; thus they bar 
to the Jews access to the soil of Palestine, and confine 
them to a Pale of Settlement in the country of their 
National Home; they make a mockery of the obliga- 
tion placed upon His Majesty's Government by the 
Mandate to encourage close settlment by Jews on the 
land; they discriminate against the Jews on grounds 
of race and religion, such discrimination being ex- 
plicitly forbidden by the Mandate. 


When the White Paper of May, 1939, came before 
the Permanent Mandates Commission, it was unani- 
mously pronounced to be contrary to the interpreta- 
tions previously placed by His Majesty’s Government 
on the Mandate, and accepted by the League. The 
majority of the Commission declared it incompatible 
with any construction which could properly be put 
upon the Mandate. In carrying out the White Paper 
after its legality has been so authoritatively chal- 
lenged, His Majesty’s Government are acting in an 
arbitrary manner. 


His Majesty's Government argue that these Land 
Regulations are necessary in order to prevent the rise 
of a considerable landless Arab population. But the 
legend of Arab displacement was disproved when sub- 
mitted to factual examination. Wherever the Jews 
have settled on the land, the neighboring Arab vil- 
lages have benefited and prospered, whereas other 
districts have remained backward and undeveloped. 
Not even land officially classified as “uncultivable” 
is exempted from the new prohibitions. The new 
Regulations are a concession to Arab political claims, 
not a measure for the protection of Arab cultivators. 


When war broke out, the Jewish Agency felt that 
the fate of Jewry was bound up with this life-and- 
death struggle forced upon civilised humanity. They 
ranged themselves on the side of Britain and France, 
and, while they would not, and could not, renounce 
any of their national rights, they made no conditions, 
and only asked for the opportunity to throw their 
full weight on the side of the Allies. Nor were these 
offers mere vague assurances; they were made in 
concrete terms, and it has depended solely upon His 
Majesty's Government to make use of them. But His 


Majesty’s Government is apparently advised that it 
will better repay to let the Jewish offer lie, and 
through the three features of the White Paper to 
reproduce for the Jews in their National Home the 
root-evils of the Dispersion—barred doors, discrim- 
ination on grounds of race and religion, and perma- 
nent minority status. 

Once more we declare our conviction that the 
White Paper is contrary to the spirit and letter of the 
Mandate. We shall continue to uphold our rights 
and to oppose their infringement by every legitimate 
means at our disposal. We are as ready as ever for 
co-operation with the Arab people, both in the eco- 
nomic and in the political sphere, on the basis of 
mutual respect for the rightful interests of both na- 
tions in the reconstruction of the Middle East. We 
appeal to the British public for their understanding 
and support in our struggle against the sterile re- 
strictions and prohibitions of the White Paper. 


We call upon the Jews to keep firm and united, 
working for the day when the Rule of Law will be re- 
established in the world and the rights or the weak 
be made as safe as those of the strong. 
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Land Regulations Debate 
House of Commons, March 6th, 1940 


Mr. NOEL BAKER 


Philip J. Noel Baker was born in November 1889, 
and was educated at Bootham School, York, Haver- 
ford College, Pa. and Cambridge University. He was 
vice-principal of Ruskin College, Oxford in 1914. He 
participated in the First World War and was deco- 
rated. He was a member of the British Delegation 
to the Peace Conference, and he served as a member 
of the League of Nations Secretariat until 1922. He 
first entered the House of Commons in 1929 and 
’ served to 1931, he returned in 1936 and is there 
since. He was Parliamentary Private Secretary to the 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs during 1929- 
1931. He was professor of International Law in the 
University of London from 1924 to 1929; Private 
Secretary to the President of the Disarmament Con- 
ference at Geneva during 1932-1933. Mr. Noel 
Baker was Dodge lecturer at Y ale University in 1934, 
and was awarded the Howland Prize for distinguished 
work in the sphere of Government, Yale University 


in 1934. 
Mr. NoEL-BAKER: I beg to move: 


“That this House regrets that, disregarding 
the expressed opinion of the Permament Man- 
dates Commission that the policy contained in 
the White Paper on Palestine was inconsistent 
with the terms of the Mandate, and without the 
authority of the Council of the League of Na- 
tions, His Majesty's Government have author- 
ized the issue of regulations controlling the 
transfer of land which discriminate unjustly 
against one section of the inhabitants of Pal- 
estine.” 


We have put down this Motion, not because we 
are pro-Jew or anti-Arab, but because we are pro- 
Mandate and because we believe that it is of great 
importance, now, as always, that Great Britain's 
international obligations should be observed. We 
held last May that the Secretary of State’s White 
Paper was inconsistent with the Mandate; and we 
oppose these regulations because they are a part of 
the policy of that White Paper policy, because we 
believe them to be a grave and deliberate infraction 
of the Mandate, and because, as we think, they com- 
promise, if they do not destroy, the whole purpose 
for which the Mandate was first drawn up. We believe 
these regulations will damage the interests both of 
the Arabs and of the Jews. We believe that Jewish 
progress means Arab progress and that the pros- 
perity of either means greater wealth and greater 
happiness to them all. It is this conviction which 
makes us oppose the regulations as arbitrary, reac- 
tionary and unjust. The Secretary of State defends 


them in his new White Paper on economic grounds, 
and says in Enclosure 3 that His Majesty's Govern- 
ment have been advised that unless these regulations 
are adopted 
“the rights and position of the Arab popula- 
tion will be prejudiced,” 
that there is already a serious congestion of popula- 
tion over most of Palestine, and that 
“if land sales remain unrestricted there is 
likely to arise a ‘landless Arab’ population of 
such dimensions that it will be extremely difh- 
cult to find any solution for it.” 


This will lead, he says, to renewed bitterness between 
Jews and Arabs and to violent disorders, which at all 
costs must be avoided. That is the whole case of the 
Secretary of State for these Land Regulations as he 
now puts it forward. And it all turns on the question 
of the landless Arab, the dispossessed and discon- 
tented proletariat from whose agitations a new civil 
struggle may begin. How many are there of these 
landless and dispossessed Arabs? The House will 
note that in his new White Paper the Secretary of 
State does not assert that there are any at the present 
time. He says: 
“There is likely to arise a ‘landless Arab’ 
problem.” f 
The Jews have been in Palestine for 20 years. 
They have purchased more than 1,000,000 dunams 
of Arab land. It is 10 years since Sir John Hope- 
Simpson, on whose evidence the Secretary of State 
considerably relies, first drew the attention of the 
Government to this problem. Yet the Secretary of 
State does not tell us to-day that there are already 
so many thousands of these unhappy victims. He 
does not prove his fears for the future by his exper- 
ience of the past: And why? Because, we believe, 
he cannot. 


The House will no doubt remember that when 
Sir John Hope-Simpson made his first report on this 
subject in 1930, the Government took the problem 
of the landless Arab very seriously. They appointed 
a special Commission under Mr. French and Mr. 
Justice Webb to find out how many Arabs had been 
dispossessed because their land had been purchased 
by the Jews. That Commission sent out agents into 
every village where Arab land had been purchased 
by the Jews and asked for claims from landless Arabs 
who had been dispossessed. They selected admirable 
lands, with excellent irrigation on which they offered 
new settlements to these claimants, if their claims 
were proved. They got 1,000 claims, of which Mr. 
French and Mr. Justice Webb allowed 600. Of 
these 600, 100 took up the Government offer of 
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new settlements elsewhere. Of these 100, 50 deserted 
their new farms within a year or two and went back 
to the villages from which they came. Like the 500 
who stayed at home in the first instance and refused 
the Government's offer, they found that they were 
better off working in other ways in their own villages 
than if they went to the new land settlements which 
the Government had offered . . . 


But perhaps the Secretary of State will argue— 
indeed, I think he is bound to—that if the danger 
has not yet arisen it is very near, that saturation 


‘points lies close ahead, and that if the Jews go on 


buying land, then congestion on the land will soon 
be seen. What is congestion? How many people 
can live in comfort on a given piece of land? It all 
depends on how the land is used. The Secretary of 
State knows better than any of us that the whole 
history of Palestine in the last 20 years has con- 
sisted of the process by which the Jews have re- 
claimed desert or marshy land, by which they have 
introduced intensive cultivation, and by which they 
have increased the productivity of the soil by mod- 
ern methods and thereby added to the population 
which it can support. On any true understanding 
of the facts the Jews have not decreased the land 
available to Arabs. They have increased it in a not- 
able degree. They have expanded Palestine for 
Arabs and Jews alike. 


Take one example. They have developed orange 
growing on new and modern lines, and have helped 
the Arabs to develop it, too. They have helped 
them by direct instruction, by their example, and 
by the capital which Arabs got by selling surplus 
land. As a direct result there are now in Arab hands 
100,000 dunams of orange groves in bearing and 
others which are coming on. Two dunams of orange 
grove give the same net income as the Arab culti- 
vator would get from 100 dunams of inferior grain- 
farming land. Fifty times the income. On that basis 
it is surely fair to say that by helping Arabs to get 
100,000 dunams of orange groves the Jews have 
added 5,000,000 dunams to the cultivable soil 
which is in Arab hands, and by that process have 
enormously increased the potential soil which can 
carry additional population both for the Arabs and 
for the Jews. 


We think it is precisely by that process that, as 
the Secretary of State told us a year ago, 400,000 
Arabs have been added to the population. He said 
then, in words that deserve attention: 

“The Arabs cannot say that the Jews are 
driving them out of their country.” 
Today, apparently, he says that they may. 


“If not a single Jew had come to Palestine 
after 1918, I believe the Arab population of 
Palestine would still have been round about 
the 600,000 figure.’—[OFFICIAL REPORT, 
24th November, 1938; col. 1992, Vol. 341.] 
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It was because the Jews had gone to Palestine, be- 
cause of what they had done for the Arabs as well 
as for the Jews that this great increase had taken 
place. This can be proved in detail. I do not want 
to weary the House with this part of my case, but 
I have figures which show that in districts where 
Jews have bought a lot of land the Arab population 
has grown considerably faster than in districts where 
the Jews have bought no land at all. There are 
figures to show that the Arabs are not only more 
numerous, but that by every test they are more 
prosperous and healthier than they were before. 


That is the process which the Secretary of State 
by these Land Regulations proposes to stop. In 
future, he is to allow the Jews the right of free pur- 
chase in 2.6 per cent of the total area of Palestine. 
When they were first promised the National Home, 
it was to include Transjordan and was to be 45,000 
square miles. In 1922, Transjordan was cut away 
and it became 10,000 square miles. The Peel Com- 
mission proposed to cut it to 2,000 square miles. 
Now the Secretary of State cuts it to 260 square 
miles. That 260 square miles is in the area where 
the Jews have already purchased most; where the 
land has already been reclaimed and where, pro- 
portionately, the Arabs are thickest on the ground. 

Nor is that all. A year ago, the Arab Delegation 
told the London Conference that there were 19,- 
000,000 dunams of land in Palestine which they 
could not cultivate. The Jews have already begun 
to show that they can cultivate it. They have proved 
outside Jerusalem, and they are proving now in 
Northern Galilee, that by terracing and planting 
trees, they can cultivate even the barren hills. But 
the Secretary of State will now prevent them going 
there at all, because the hills are all in his prohibited 
zone. This policy is not adopted for economic reasons. 
In reality, the Secretary of State proposes to keep the 
greater part of Palestine clean of Jews. He is adopt- 
ing Dr. Goebbels’ watchword. It is to be “Juden- 
rein.” The right honourable Gentleman’s economic 
defence for his policy utterly breaks down. I think he 
proposes later to quote to us what was said by Count 
de Penha Garcia, a member of the Mandates Com- 
mission, who supported his general view. But dis- 
cussing these land proposals, Count Garcia said that 

“the new policy suggested might not be very 

advantageous to the Arabs and it would also 

impoverish Palestine.” 
I think it is true to say that the Secretary of State is 
indeed the modern prophet who declares that the 
desert shall not blossom like the rose. The Land 
Regulations are not only indefensible on economic 
grounds. They are open to grave economic objections. 
But they are open to grave political objections as 
well. They bring to the Jews of Palestine the three 
evils of the dispersion which they chiefly hate—barred 
doors, legal discrimination on racial and religious 
grounds and permanent minority status. It was to 
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escape those things that the Jews dreamed for cen- 


turies of a national home. It was to permit them to 
escape that we made the Mandate... 


LecaL GROUNDS 

But it is, above all, on legal grounds that we object 
to these Land Regulations. We are now at war to 
resist aggression, to prevent the rule of violence in 
international affairs and to uphold the sanctity of 
international law. It is on that principle that our 
national unity in this struggle has been built. If that 
principle were called in question, our national unity 
would be utterly destroyed. Yet it seems to us that 
_ by the course which he now proposes, the Secretary 
of State is deliberately violating the obligations by 
which the nation is bound, that he is striking a blow 
at the great principle for which we are at war, that he 
is gravely prejudicing the faith of other nations in 
our word, and that, in doing so, he is treating not 
only the League of Nations, but this House, with un- 
justified contempt. 


May I remind the House of what has happened? 
Last May, the Secretary of State brought the new and, 
we think, revolutionary policy of the White Paper 
before the House. Many honourable Members con- 
sidered that it was inconsistent with the spirit and the 
letter of the Mandate by which we were bound. The 
Secretary of State often says that on Palestine all 
parties are divided among themselves. In fact, the 
two Opposition parties, except for a few scattered 
voices, were substantially agreed on support of what 
we call the Mandate policy, and among the Govern- 
ment’s supporters there were many who thought that 
the Secretary of State was wrong. Among those who 
took that view were the ex-Prime Minister who made 
the Balfour Declaration, and the two ex-Colonial 
Secretaries who had most to do with bringing the 
Mandate into effect. In view of that conflict of opin- 
ion, the Opposition last May moved a Motion urging 
that Parliament should not be committed to this new 
policy, pending examination of the proposals by the 
Permanent Mandates Commission of the League. The 
Secretary of State replied with a categorical assurance 
that his policy was consistent with the Mandate; and 
it was on the strength of that assurance—and I stress 
that point—that he got a majority of 89. That was 
on 23rd May. 

In June the Permanent Mandates Commission met 
in Geneva and discussed the White Paper at great 
‘length. There was a four days session with the Sec- 
retary of State; and on 29th June the commission ap- 
proved of its minutes and drew up its report. Soon 
after it was credibly reported that the majority of the 
commission had declared that the White Paper was 
not consistent with the Mandate and that it was de- 
structive of the Jewish National Home. Accordingly, 
on 17th July my honourable Friend the Member for 
Don Valley (Mr. T. Williams) raised the matter in 
the House, and we demanded that the Secretary of 
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State should tell us whether those reports were true 
We asked him to secure the early publication of the 
commission’s minutes in order that the House could 
reconsider the matter in the light of what the compe- 
tent international authority had said. The Secretary 
of State refused both those demands. He announced 
that he proposed to take the White Paper to the Coun- 
cil of the League for its approval, without giving the 
House any further opportunity for discussion and re- 
gardless of what the Mandates Commission might 
have said. On that occasion his majority fell to 69. 

In August, a fortnight later, the minutes of the 
Mandates Commission were published. The House 
had risen; and we discovered, first, that the Man- 
dates Commission by a majority had declared that the 
White Paper was inconsistent with the Mandate, 
and, secondly, that, had he so desired, the Secretary 
of State could have secured the publication of the 
minutes, at latest, by the middle of July. But the Sec- 
retary of State was undeterred by these revelations. 
He still proposed, if he could, to force his policy 
through the Council of the League at its meeting in 
September. But the war began and he did not get a 
chance. Palestine was forgotten until a week ago. 
Then he raised a storm by promulgating these new 
Regulations, which have created the new and danger- 
ous situation confronting us to-day. 

From that history of events since last May, I draw 
two conclusions which I offer to the House. The first 
is that it was intolerably wrong that the Secretary of 
State should have compelled the House to approve 
his White Paper policy without a chance of knowing 
what the Permanent Mandates Commission had said, 
when he could easily have let us know. The second is 
that it is intolerably wrong that he should now come 
forward with that policy, in face of the adverse opin- 
ion which the Commission gave . 

Then why has he done it? Does he still believe that 
he or any man can in future close the land of Palestine 
to homeless Jews? Last week in Brussels I met a Jew 
who left Warsaw three weeks ago. He told me that 
then the Gestapo alleged they had just discovered 
a conspiracy against the German Army which they 
said was headed by a certain Jew named Kot. In 
accordance with their custom, they declared the collec- 
tive responsibility of the Jews. They arrested 100 of 
the leading Jews of Warsaw, and they informed the 
others that these 100 would be shot if Kot was not 
found and handed over within 48 hours. The stated 
time elapsed, and the 100 men were shot. Another 
100 were arrested, and so on every 48 hours. And 
no Jew in Warsaw had ever heard of Kot or even 
knew whether he existed. Does the Secretary of State 
believe that when the war is over Jews will continue 
living in a country where things like that have hap- 
pened? Does he still pretend that we can solve the 
problem by our cruel futilities about British Guiana 
and the West Indies, where in two bitter years we 
have not found safety for even 100 hunted Jews? He 
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knows, as we know, there is one indispensable solu- 
tion—the Jewish National Home in Palestine—and 
whatever else there may be, there must be that as well. 
He knows, as we know, that in Jewish brains and 
courage there lies the one living force that can re- 
claim the wastes of Zion, and which, by its leadership 
and its example, can revitalise the arid deserts of the 
Middle East. We ask him to withdraw these Regu- 
lations and to tell the world that this Parliament and 
this nation will faithfully fulfil the sacred trust which 
in the last great war we undertook. If he will not 
do it, then this House and history will judge him as 
he deserves. 


Sm ARCHIBALD SINCLAIR 


SIR ARCHIBALD SINCLAIR (HENRY MACDONALD) 
leader of the Liberal Party, was born on October 22, 
1890, and educated at Eton and Sandhurst. He has 
been a member of the House of Commons since 
1922. He has been Lord Rector of Glasgow Univer- 
sity since 1938. He is now a member of the Churchill 
Cabinet. 


SiR ARCHIBALD SINCLAIR ... What a moment 
to choose to inflict fresh wrong on the tortured, 
humiliated, suffering Jewish people, who are exert- 
ing themselves to help us in this war, who are 
rendering us great services, who are willing to fight 
in defense of Palestine in the Middle East, and who 
are willing to send troops to fight in France for this 
country. What a moment to inflict fresh wrong on 
them. There are 6,600,000 acres of land in Pales- 
tine. Two million of those acres are hill land. From 
those 2,000,000 acres the Jews by the right honor- 
able Gentleman’s Regulations are to be barred ab- 
solutely. There are further 2,000,000 acres of plain 
land, and from that particular 2,000,000 acres of 
plain land also the Jews are to be barred absolutely. 
From 4,000,000 acres they are absolutely barred. 


From a further 2,000,000 acres of plain land the: 


Jews are to be barred except with special authoriza- 
tion. Out of the 6,600,000 acres of land not even 
the odd 600,000 acres are available for free settle- 
ment by the Jews. Only 335,000 acres are avail- 
able. There are larger single estates in private 
ownership in this country than that. Only 335,000 
acres are to be available for free settlement by the 
Jews. We are all resolved to win this war. We are 
all sure we can win it. It is only when I look down 
that Front Bench in the absence of the First Lord 
of the Admiralty that doubt chills me. For it is only 
when this Government or another shows faith in 
the cause for which we are fighting, inspiration in 
leadership, consistency in policy, and energy in 
action, that we shall stride forward to victory. 


Masor CAZALET 


The late ViCTOR ALEXANDER CAZALET was born 
in December 1896, and educated at Eton and Oxford. 
He was a member of the House of Commons since 
1924, and Parliamentary Private Secretary to the 
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President of the Board of Trade, 1924-26. Owing to 
his extensive travels and knowledge of forergn af- 
fairs, he was appointed by the Churchill government 
to serve as liaison officer with the Polish and other 
governments-in-exile; and thus came to an untimely 
end in the plane crash in which President Sikorski of 
Poland also died. 


MAJOR CAZALET... A few months ago we had 
hope that the League of Nations might intervene 
and prevent the Government from committing 
what I and others consider to be this crime against 
Jewry. The Permanent Mandates Commission has 
met and produced a report, and I think it would 
not be an overstatement to say that the Mandates 
Commission’s report is not entirely satisfactory 
towards the Government. It is of no use decrying 
the Mandates Commission in this case simply be- 
cause it happens to recommend something against 
the Government’s policy. My right honorable 
Friend has given reasons why the Council has not 
yet been consulted. I agree with him in one aspect 
of this matter. I think it is very unlikely that any 
member of the Council, if asked today to give its 
opinion, would raise its voice in opposition to a 
policy which is officially favored by Great Britain 
and presumably supported by Germany. It would 
have been much more honest if, from the begin- 
ning, the Government had said to the House that, 
in their opinion, the Mandate had failed, and they 
proposed something quite different. I would have 
disagreed with that, but I would have understood 
it. What I have never been able to forgive is the 
attempt to make this policy square with the Man- 
date. When the full White Paper policy is in execu- 
tion—a permanent minority for the Jews, no more 
immigration, land sales to be confined within a nar- 
row area—what will be left of the Mandate? The 
ghost of Lord Balfour ought to haunt those on the 
Treasury Bench when they try to square their policy 
with the Mandate. 

Something else has happened during the last few 
months. War has broken out. I think that for sev- 
eral months the war gave some hopes about what 
might happen in Palestine. The war has influenced 
all our lives and policies. Surely, it should have had 
some effect on the policy in Palestine. After all, the 
Government in certain very important ways have 
changed their character. The right honourable 
Gentleman the First Lord of the Admiralty is no in- 
significant member of the Government. He was 
strongly opposed to this policy. When he entered the 
Government, surely some concession ought to have 
been made to his views. The Opposition have been 
invited to co-operate with the Government, and they 
have loyally co-operated on most issues. Unity is our 
motto. It has been accepted loyally by the great bulk 
of the people of this country, and nowhere with 
greater surprise or with more welcome than in Pales- 
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tine itself. Now this bomb has been thrown into our 
midst, spreading dissension and bitterness. 

The legal question has been dealt with. The ques- 
tion of the amount of land available has been dealt 
with. I want to state to the House one or two simple 
facts—facts, I admit, from the Jewish point of view— 
because I do not think that my right honourable 
Friend, although he paid a tribute to the Jews in 
Palestine, and expressed sympathy with them, under- 
stands how they feel about this policy. The question 
which the ordinary man-in-the-street is asking him- 
self at the present time is why it should be necessary 
at this moment to introduce in Palestine this one item 
of the proposals of the White Paper. Does anyone 
really think it will help to win the war when it will 
raise bitter feelings on the part of Jews throughouz 
the world? This must be the crucial test of every- 
thing that the Government do at this time—will it 
help us to win the war? That is the only thing which 
matters. My right honourable Friend has admitted 
that there is comparative peace in Palestine. In a 
few months, in a few weeks, war may develop in the 
Near East, and then we shall want the services of 
Jewish men—scientists, factories. Already Iraq, Tur- 
key, Egypt and Syria are utilizing the brains, talents 
and resources of the Jews in Palestine. Are the Gov- 
ernment really afraid of an Arab revolt? I believe 
that today the Arabs are just as united in their Joyalty 
as are the Jews. I am far less afraid than is my right 
honourable Friend of Arab dissension. Whom does 
he fear? From where is the revolt to come? Is the 
army of the Hedjaz to march up, is Iraq to invade 
Palestine? I thought we had thousands of troops 
from the Antipodes in Palestine. There are tens of 
thousands of troops in Syria, should they be wanted. 
The Government have always insisted, rightly, that 
there never will be lasting peace in Palestine except 
through co-operation of the Jews with the Arabs. 
It is perfectly correct. I maintain that that coopera- 
tion can only be carried into effect successfully along 
economic lines. Economic prosperity depends on 
land purchases by the Jews. In areas where the Jews 
have bought land the Arabs work willingly, peace- 
fully, and happily, with better wages and conditions 
than they have ever enjoyed. In some periods of the 
year at the height of the citrus season there are 
10,000 Arabs working contentedly for the Jews. So 
it is a political question. I object to this decision 
because it will frustrate the only real hope of obtain- 
ing permanent cooperation between Jews and Arabs, 
and because it will deny the Jews the right to invest 
their money in purchases of land as they have done 
in the past. By this Measure you are handing back a 
vast number of Arab tenants and cultivators of the 
soil to the Arab moneylenders. Up to date they have 
been able to sell a portion of the land, and for that 
money they have been able to go in for intensive 
cultivation. You are condemning two-thirds of Pales- 
tine to bankruptcy. The right honorable Gentleman 
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asked whether we had not heard of the £5,500,000 
loan, but that is for the whole of the Empire, and 
what proportion will go to Palestine? We know the 
Jews have spent £5,000,000 a year in Palestine. 

This is the third partition of Palestine. We had 
the first in 1922, and the second was suggested by 
the Government on the report of the Royal Commis- 
sion. Now we have this miserable third partition of 
Palestine. I know although lip service is paid to the 
Jews by almost everybody in this country that the 
Jews have not many friends. One knows so well 
people who start a conversation by saying, “Of 
course, I have a great many Jews, intimate friends 
whom I admire and like very much, but—” No 
one knows their thoughts and failings better than 
I, but, perhaps, if we had been persecuted for genera- 
tions, we might have possessed, if we do not already 
possess, some of their less desirable characteristics. 
Perhaps we should not have survived the persecution. 
One of the most potential factors in giving to the 
Jews some of their less agreeable characteristics is 
that for centuries he has had to dwell in towns and 
ghettos and has been denied the right of land owner- 
ship. Now, for the first time, in Palestine, he has 
land freedom and space, he can dig the soil and can 
create something constructive by the sweat of his 
brow. If you have not seen a Jewish farmer and 
compared him, as I have, with the type cringing in 
the ghettos of Poland, you cannot understand what 
the possession of land and working on the soil, 
either in a communal farm or a farm in his own 
possession, means to him. 

What magnificent work they have done; and have 
the Arabs really suffered? Have the Jews farmed 
well? Well, I have never tasted better cheese or 
drunk better milk than off a Jewish farm. Are they 
not in Palestine contributing something of real 
worth to the national need? And now you deny 
them further expansion. Do not be deluded. The 
right hon. Gentleman explained how many thou- 
sands of acres there were, but what are the facts? 
The Jews have been told by the First Lord of the 
Admiralty that they were in Palestine by right, but 
the Jews under this scheme are there by right in less 
than 5 per cent of the territory. They are tolerated 
only in 30 per cent, and are excluded altogether 
from another 65 per cent. What a mockery of the 
National Home. After all, who are these people? 
Are they likely to conspire with our enemies? No, 
Sir, these are the men who in the first days of the war 
were ready to offer a fighting division to go anywhere 
the British Government asked. So far that offer, no 
doubt for good reasons, has not been accepted. These 
are the men and women who have pledged them- 
selves unreservedly—pledged their lives and their 
possessions—in the service of the Government until 
victory is won. These men will still fight for Eng- 
land, but you have played on their loyalty and 
strained their patriotism almost to breaking point. 
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You have played them off against the Arabs because 
you knew that in the last resort they would not let 
you down. They have no one else to turn to, better 
for them the ghettos of Poland than the martyrdom 
of Lublin in Poland. After all, for what are we fight- 
ing if it is not for the preservation of individual 
liberty and of the right of small peoples to live their 
lives and cultivate and develop their own culture in 
their own land? The Jews have been at war for six 
years, and they have suffered up to date more casual- 
ties than the Allies. Their war is our war, and our 
war is theirs, and yet today, they have to suffer this 
supreme indignity in their hour of need. 

I apologize for perhaps expressing very strong 
views, but I feel, and believe, that these Regulations 
should be withdrawn, for a variety of reasons. I 
think they are almost certainly illegal, that they are 
unjust in themselves, and, in spite of what the right 
hon. Gentleman said, that they are unnecessary . . . I 
believe these Regulations are dishonourable in peace 
and wicked and contemptible in war. They divide 
opinion at home and lend support to that body of 
opinion in the United States of America and else- 
where which wishes to think, wrongfully I believe, 
that we are prepared to make terms with the enemy. 
They inflict a deep moral wrong on the Jewish race. 
Holding these views, is it any wonder that I am dis- 
tressed and feel bitterly on the matter? Is there any 
wonder that I am prejudiced on behalf of those who 
are prepared to fight to the bitter end on our side in 
this war? 

Even if I were the only Member of my party who 
raised his voice against these proposals, and if neces- 
sary vote against them, I should do so. If I did not I 
should be ashamed of myself ever afterwards. I have 
been a most loyal back-bencher for 16 years, and per- 
haps I may be permitted this digression from the 
path of duty tonight. I realize, of course, that some 
of those on the Front Bench do not like these Regu- 
lations. There has been a good deal of mental shuf- 
fling to accommodate their consciences to these 
Regulations. I expect in their heart of hearts they 
desire, as we do, to see fair play to both Jews and 
Arabs, but, knowing as I do the extent of the bitter- 
ness of the blow which millions of Jews are feeling 
today, can I do anything else than raise my voice and 
beg the Government, futilely, I know, to withdraw 
even at this late hour these Regulations so that hon- 
ourably once again Jews, Arabs and Christians in 
Palestine and elsewhere can unite whole-heartedly to 
destroy and defeat the King’s enemy? 
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COLONEL WEDGWOOD 


The late JOSIAH CLEMENT WEDGWOOD was born 
on March 16, 1872, a scion of the well-known family 
of potters—and also of humanitarian politicians. He 
was a member of the House of Commons from 1906 
to 1941, when he was made a Baron and entered the 
House of Lords. He entered politics as a Liberal but 
later changed to the Labor Party; in either party he 
retained his individual freedom of action, exercising 
it most notably in behalf of oppressed groups all 
over the world, and particularly in the British Em- 
pire, in which he took great pride, and to which he 
was altogether devoted, because he saw in it an instru- 
ment for the advancement of mankind. 


COLONEL WEDGWOOD: . . . One result of the 
Jews buying land in Palestine has been that they 
have bought part of the holding of some landlord or 
part of some village and that with the capital so 
acquired, the village or the landlord has been able to 
buy manure and seed and new instruments of culti- 
vation. Both sides have benefited. The land acquired 
has developed beyond the dreams or the imagination 
of the Tory Front Bench; the land not acquired, the 
land that has remained in the hands of the Arab 
landlord or the Arab peasant, has also gained. If you 
go through that country you will see the prosperity 
which has come from the Jewish money which was 
used to buy part of the land, from the Jewish example 
of how to cultivate the land, and from the market 
which this enormous population has provided in 
Palestine. 


At the present time we have an army of great 
spending power in Palestine. Palestine is, I believe, 
exceedingly prosperous. The money which is being 
spent by the Australian troops, who are getting 7s. a 
day, is keeping Palestine going excellently. There 
has never been more prosperity in that country. If 
the right hon. Gentleman is looking ahead and is 
considering what will come when the war scare in 
the Near East is over and the Australians come 
nearer to that part of the world where they are 
wanted, then do let him consider his old political 
principles. Let him introduce. into Palestine a little 
taxation of land values, which would enable the 
Arab or Jew peasant to get hold of the land cheaply, 
which would enable the building trade to get hold of 
the land, which would free the land for the people, 
instead of going on in this mediaeval fashion, check- 
ing prosperity, hampering progress and stopping the 
increased productivity of the soil. 
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There is nothing to be said economically in favor 

of the measures which the Government are bringing 
forward for Palestine—nothing. There is on the part 
of the administration in Palestine sheer ignorance of 
all economic practice and all economic history. They 
are bringing this proposal forward at a moment 
when it could not possibly do more harm to us in the 
prosecution of the war. Has the House observed the 
immediate reaction in America, not only among the 
Jews there—and they, after all, are an important 
element in America, as long as we depend upon the 
export trade of this country to pay for the war—but 
among the American publicists and colurnnists? 
They have all seen that we here, fighting Hitler with 
our mouths, are copying his practice. This is pre- 
cisely Hitler’s policy of soil and blood, a policy of 
ultra-nationalism, preserving Palestine for one defin- 
ite race. When shall we get away from the idea that 
this world is composed of a lot of different incompat- 
ible races? We are fighting for the idea that all men 
shall have a right to live equally under equal laws. I 
am not fighting Hitler, I am fighting Hitlerism, 
which is the drawing of distinctions between differ- 
ent members of society on account of their ancestry, 
or something nonsensical of that sort. We are im- 
porting that spirit into British legislation, importing 
it in the worst place, setting up in Palestine exactly 
the same anti-Jewish legislation that Hitler has 
forced not only upon Germany but upon Italy as 
well. Discrimination between two sorts of citizens 
on account of their ancestry is new to this country, 
and has been imported by the right hon. Gentleman 
in imitation of the doctrines preached in Germany 
today. If there could be a worst blow at our prosecu- 
tion of the war than this I should like to know what 
it is. All over the world this will be held up against 
uS... 
I do not think this is a question which concerns 
the Jews—not entirely—but I do not want to talk 
about the Jews. It is an uncommonly painful subject. 
But I do think there is a real resemblance between 
the attitude of His Majesty’s Government cowards 
the Zionist movement, extending now over 20 years, 
and the attitude of Hitler towards this country. Con- 
tinually, fresh demands have been made for sacrifice, 
continually the Jews have been protesting, and con- 
tinually they have surrendered. They had their 
Munich some years ago, when the earlier White 
Paper came out. When immigration was restricted 
by the right hon. Gentleman’s father they had their 
Czechoslovakia. Now they are meeting their final 
Poland. 

But what about us? Cannot the right hon. Gentle- 
man see that if we break our word now we are done? 
If this is breaking our word to the Jews, it is the 
worst possible thing for the morale of this country. 
Our honour is at stake. If it is a question of helping 
unemployed Arabs, for Heaven’s sake devote the 
whole £5,000,000 to buying land for them and 
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starting them on the land. I do not mind what we 
pay if there is a debt of honor involved, but let us not 
make other people pay our debts. Do not start in the 
British Empire a system which we loathe so much in 
Germany that we have gone to war against it. Do 
not put expediency before justice. 


JOHN McGovern 


JOHN MCGOVERN, a leading member of the Inde- 
pendent Labor Party, born on December 13, 1887, 
and raving served as an apprentice and a master 
plumber, has been in the House of Commons since 
1930. He has had a stormy political career devoted 
to protesting civil oppression and defending the 
rights and interests of the workers. 


Mr. MCGOVERN: . . . Who has sold the Jand in 
Palestine to the Jewish people? The family of the 
Grand Mufti has had considerable dealings in land. 
They have not sold the land at the throw-away price 
which, we have been told, has been paid by the Jews 
who have exploited the Arabs in order to get cheap 
land. The evidence which I have seen both in this 
country and in Palestine leads me to believe that un- 
doubtedly there has been trading in land in Palestine, 
but that the rich Arabs who held the land—many of 
whom encouraged the peasants to raise their guns 
against the British forces—were the people who 
were making vast sums of money out of the sale of 
the land. For what purpose is the land being bought? 
That is material to the case. I would rather deal 
with a situation in which we were attempting to put 
people on to land that was not owned either by Jew- 
ish or by Arab landlords. I would rather we were 
discussing the question of putting people on to the 
land in order that they might grow produce for the 
use of mankind, and that the land and the produce 
were held in common. But we are not dealing with 
such a situation, and therefore, we have to apply 
what is generally termed a practical mind to the 
present difficulties in a modern capitalist world. Con- 
sequently, we are discussing the fact that certain 
Jewish organizations are raising money throughout 
the world, a large amount of it from the poor in 
various countries, and not all of it from capitalist 
sources or from influential and wealthy people. . . 
The Jewish National Fund has been raised for the 
purpose of putting many refugees on to the land in 
Palestine. To the extent that human considerations 
are behind the purchase of land, we have to apply 
our minds to the question. In Palestine, they have 
bought land which up to the date of its purchase was 
of no value even to its Arab owners. For example, 
there was the Huleh concession, a pestilential swamp 
which led to a tremendous amount of disease from 
which the Arabs suffered. The Jewish people have 
poured money and lives into that country and have 
given the best of their energy to the creation of arable 
land which would make the country prosperous and 
give employment to the people who were running 
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away from the terrors of Hitlerism, from Colonel 
Beck in Poland, and from other parts of the world. 
Therefore, we have to consider whether a convincing 
case has been made out to show that the purchase of 
land in Palestine and the putting of Jews on to it is 
excluding the Arabs from the land, driving them 
from what might be called their national home, and 
preventing them from earning their living. If the 
right hon. Gentleman could show me that those were 
the results of the purchase of this land, I would go 
into the Lobby with him tonight in order to protect 
the interests of the Arab peasants. No matter how 
great my sympathy with the Jewish refugees was, I 
should be bound to take a stand, as a working-class 
representative and as a person with human sympathy, 
in seeing that injustice was not done to the Arabs. 
But I do not think that case has been made out. 


The substantial case that has been made out by the 
right hon. Gentleman and by hon. Members on all 
sides of the House is this one. We are at war. We 
must court Arab opinion throughout the world, and 
because the Arabs are numerous and influential in 
the East, we must support the Arabs in order to win 
the war, and thereby protect British Imperialist in- 
terests throughout the world. That is not a thing 
which commends itself to me, although it may com- 
mend itself to the hon. and gallant Gentleman the 
Member for Bournemouth (Sir H. Croft), who is a 
great Imperialist. I am not convinced by the argu- 
ment that the Arabs take advantage of our national 
necessity and blackmail the Government of this 
country into doing something which it believes to be 
wrong. I have seen the vacillations of this Govern- 
ment and other Governments during the last 10 
years in relation to Palestine. Sometimes, when I see 
the trickery of Governments of various colours, I 
wonder that we are able to get people to go to the 
polls to vote for candidates who put up for election. 
I have seen those vacillations, I have heard the argu- 
ment that the Arabs have to be courted because there 
might be a rising in the Near East and the Arabs 
might be in revolt, thus causing a great deal of 
trouble to us, and that therefore, in that situation, we 
have to introduce these Regulations as quickly as 
possible, we have in a sort of secret manner to throw 
the proposals at the League of Nations, almost blud- 
geon them into submission, and then proclaim that 
everybody concerned has consented. That sort of case 
does not impress me, and it does not impress me that 
various hon. Members who took a leading part in the 
Debate on India are concerned about either the Arabs 
or the Jews in Palestine. 


Therefore, I gravely question the arguments be- 
hind the case that has been made out. If the Arabs 
take notice of the words that, have been spoken in the 
House tonight, they will gather that if they want 
something further they need only revolt in Palestine 
or in some other part of the Near East in order to 
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apply the screw more completely and the British 
Government, in the emergency, will dance to the 
tune which they set. That is the lesson which I have 
taken from the Debate. I have not heard a single 
hon. Member make out a case other than that of 
national emergency. A national emergency can be. 
made an excuse for doing anything. It can be made 
an excuse for taking away the liberty of the subject in 
this country or in any part of the world... 


It is all right for Members in this House to philo- 
sophize and theorize about what should be done 
about the Jews in Palestine, or in some other part of 
the world. I am against this Government and the 
capitalist system, but I realize that I have a stake in 
the country and a right to curse the Government. I 
can demand to change the system of society, and if I 
can convert my fellows, I can possibly bring about a 
new society. On the other hand, the Jew has never 
had a country, and I invite those who talk lightly of 
his being wealthy, influential, and powerful to read 
the history of the Jew. He is dragged from country 
to country, terrorized, bludgeoned and beaten and is 
treated with contempt in every part of the world... 


The most religious Jews, the strong Zionists, have 
looked forward to the return to a National Home in 
Palestine and to the time when they might become a 
majority by the process of immigration and to the 
time when they could take part in the struggles of 
that land. This is the first time the Jew has had an 
opportunity of working on the soil. The transport 
workers, the workers in the factories and workshops, 
those in engineering, the women and those trained 
in the arts of building, the seamen and harbour work- 
ers, they are all developing and creating civilisation 
in that land where filth and an abominable state of 
low living existed. They are inspiring the Arabs in 
that country whose minds are becoming stirred with 
the development of this higher standard of living 
compared with the filth, lack of opportunity, and 
decent accommodation which have existed up till 
now. The Jew is inflaming the mind of the Arab 
fellaheen, and the landlords see in this new civilisa- 
tion and higher standard of living that the Arab will 
be turned against them in revolt against the low 
standards. 


There is a capitalist development in Palestine. It 
has to be developed and encouraged, and workers 
will often be attracted from the land into industries. 
They will develop and supply markets of the Near 
East and even the Far East. Sometimes I feel that 
one of the greatest problems has been, even in Rus- 
sia, that the country has not gone through that capi- 
talist process where organisation and development 
takes place previous to the control of the means of 
life. We have to look to that development in Pales- 
tine, but the Government say that they will stop the 
sale of land. This is a new philosophy, that land- 
lords are not to be allowed to sell land for communal 
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enterprises. There have been movements on foot in 
Palestine to bring the Arab and Jewish workers 
together because there are large numbers of people 
who feel that even Jewish capitalism or landlordism 
is not the thing they want. They want communal 
enterprise and to build up a state of society just as we 
are attempting to do in this country .. « 

The policy now is that of dealing humanely and 
considerately with the difficulties that arise from day 
to day. I am not concerned to apply a policy in Pales- 
tine which is only designed to drive the Arabs to our 
side. If our cause is really just we do not require to 
win support in that way. A case has not been made 
for the elimination of the fellaheen from the land. 
The Government are rushing a policy on to the 
League of Nations and to this country which has no 
proper endorsement. I have no doubt that it will get 


Dr. Chaim Weizmann’s 


His Excellency the High Commissioner 
for Palestine, 

Government House, 

Jerusalem. 


Your Excellency,—On behalf of the Jewish 
Agency for Palestine, I have the honor to address you 
on the subject of the Statement of Policy (Cmd. 
6019) issued by His Majesty's Government on May 
17th, 1939, and to request that the accompanying 
representations may be forwarded to the Permanent 
Mandates Commission for consideration at their next 
session in June, 1939. 


2. The Executive of the Jewish Agency for Pales- 
tine, in a Statement published on May 17th, 1939, 
summed up the new policy of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment as “denying to the Jewish people the right to 
reconstitute their National Home in Palestine.” This 
virtual repudiation of the promise contained in His 
Majesty’s Government's historic declaration of Nov- 
ember, 1917, has caused profound dismay among 
Jews in Palestine and throughout the Diaspora. The 
need of the Jewish people for a Home was never 
more acute than today, and its denial at this time is 
particularly harsh. In their opposition to the new 
policy the Jews are fortified by the support of many 
distinguished leaders of public opinion in various 
.parts of the world, including Great Britain itself, to 
whom the new policy appears as a breach of faith. 
The promise made by His Majesty's Government to 
the Jewish people in 1917 was subsequently en- 
dorsed by all civilized nations, and forms the basis of 
the Mandate for Palestine conferred upon His 
Majesty's Government by the League of Nations; the 
Jews accordingly look to the League, in which ulti- 
mate control over Palestine is vested, to uphold their 
internationally recognized rights. 
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an endorsement in the Lobby tonight when the 
hordes who have never heard the Debate come back 
from various parts of London and are concerned only 
with being “yes men” to the Government and their 
policy, whether it is right or wrong. That is the com- 
mon method in this House, no matter what Govern- 
ment is in power. As an independent Member in the 
House I examine the question from the point of view 
of whether a proper case has been proved or not. I 
do not think the Government have made out a case 
for prohibiting a policy which would put these 
people out of terror into security and would, at the 
same time, give an opportunity to the Arab worker, 
but they have made out an effective case to show that 
in our national effort to win the war we have to sacri- 
fice the Jew in order to bribe the Arab to accomplish 
it. 


Letter of May 31, 1939 


3. The policy laid down in the White Paper of 
May, 1939, proposes first, by permitting Jewish im- 
migration after the lapse of five years only if the 
Arabs of Palestine acquiesce to it, to relegate the 
Jews in Palestine to the position of a permanent 
minority; secondly, to prohibit Jewish settlement al- 
together in certain parts of Palestine, and to restrict it 
in other parts; thirdly, to terminate the Mandate and 
to convert Palestine into an independent State, there- 
by placing the Jewish National Home under the 
domination of the Arab majority. The White Paper, 
in effect, abrogates the recognition, expressed in the 
Balfour Declaration and the Mandate, of the special 
status of the Jewish people as a whole in relation to 
Palestine, and takes into account, as far as Jewish 
rights and interests are concerned, only those Jews 
already established in Palestine. Taken as a whole, 
the new policy is in direct contradiction to the whole 
trend and purpose of the Palestine Mandate. More 
particularly, it ignores the Preamble to the Mandate, 
and is in conflict with various specific injunctions 
contained in its articles. 

4. The Preamble to the Palestine Mandate bases 
the whole structure of the Mandatory regime which 
has been devised for Palestine on the Balfour Declar- 
ation. After quoting the Declaration in full, the Pre- 
amble continues: 

“recognition has thereby been given to the histor- 

ical connection of the Jewish people with Pales- 

tine, and to the grounds for reconstituting their 

national home in that country.” 
It is submitted that every expression in this sentence 
is of material importance. The historical connection 
of the Jewish people with Palestine is accepted as the 
guiding principle of that country’s destinies. That 
connection is obviously the possession of the entire 
Jewish people. In addition to this historical connec- 
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tion, other grounds are recognized for reconstituting 
the National Home in Palestine—a phrase which 
undoubtedly refers to the need and the will of Jews 
today to reestablish themselves as a people in Pales- 
tine. The National Home of the Jewish: people in 
Palestine is a home which is to be “reconstituted” —a 
term implying a restoration of the Jews to the posi- 
tion occupied by them in the past. Paragraph 2 of 
the White Paper, which purports to enumerate the 
obligations of the Mandatory under the Mandate, 
takes no account of these basic principles; in the poli- 
tical system outlined in the White Paper their vital 
import and far-reaching implications are wholly dis- 
regarded. The fundamental provision regarding the 
placing of the country “under such political, adminis- 
trative and economic conditions as will secure the 
establishment of the Jewish National Home,” which 
is quoted in paragraph 2 of the White Paper, is, in 
the Mandate itself, accompanied by the words “as 
laid down in the Preamble.” It is precisely these 
words which establish the nexus between the prac- 
tical measures to be taken for the promotion of the 
Jewish National Home, and the historic right upon 
which that Home is based. There is thus no reference 
to that nexus in the White Paper. 

5. Other injunctions of the Mandate imposing 
positive obligations upon the Mandatory are likewise 
omitted from the summary in paragraph 2 of the 
White Paper—notably the recognition of the He- 
brew language as an official language of the country, 
and the recognition of the Jewish Agency as a body 
representing the Jewish people, and authorized to 
advise and cooperate with the Government in all 
matters affecting the interests of the Jewish National 
Home. The latter omission accords with the whole 
trend of the new policy to whittle down the status of 
the Jewish people by limiting Jewish rights in regard 
to Palestine to those of the existing Jewish popula- 
tion of the country. The White Paper goes even fur- 
ther, for, while containing no provision whatsoever 
for consultation with the representatives of the Jew- 
ish people, it does provide that in determining the 
form of Palestine’s future Government, parties are to 
be consulted who have, under the terms of the Man- 
date, no locus standi whatsoever in relation to that 
country—namely, representatives of the neighboring 
Arab States. The consultation with the Jewish 
Agency enjoined by the Mandate is replaced by a 
one-sided consultation with the Arab States. 

6. Approaching first the constitutional problem, 
His Majesty’s Government find it necessary to de- 
clare (paragraph 4 of the White Paper) that “it is 
not part of their policy that Palestine should become 
a Jewish State.” They point out that “they would, 
indeed, regard it as contrary to their obligations to 
the Arabs under the Mandate, as well as to the assur- 
ances which have been given to the Arab people in 
the past, that the Arab population of Palestine should 
be made the subjects of a Jewish State against their 


39 


will.” The Jewish Agency would here observe that 
their reading of the Mandate has not disclosed to 
them any such obligation to the Arabs, nor are they 
aware of any assurances given to the Arabs to this 
effect, and communicated at the time either to the 
Jewish Agency or to the League of Nations. On the 
other hand, it will be recalled that the Palestine 
Royal Commission, after an exhaustive analysis of 
the subject, came to the conclusion that, when the 
Balfour Declaration was issued, “His Majesty's Gov- 
ernment evidently realized that a Jewish State might 
in course of time be established, but it was not in a 
position to say that this would happen, still less to 
bring it about of its own motion.” Even with regard 
to the White Paper of 1922, which the present State- 
ment of Policy invokes in this connection, the Royal 
Commission said that “there is nothing in it to pro- 
hibit the ultimate establishment of a Jewish State,” 
and added that Mr. Churchill, the author of the 1922 
White Paper, had himself told the Commission in 
evidence “that no such prohibition was intended.” 
But however this controversy with regard to past in- 
tentions be resolved, the material point for the future 
is that, having assured the Arabs that they will never 
be “made the subjects of a Jewish State against their 
will,” His Majesty’s Government proceed to formu- 
late a policy which, in the event of its realization, 
must have the effect of making the Jewish population 
of Palestine the subjects of an Arab State against 
their will. It is true that the White Paper through- 
out refers to the State which it is proposed to set up 
in Palestine as an “independent Palestine State,” by 
which is meant “a State in which the two peoples 
of Palestine, Arabs and Jews, share authority in gov- 
ernment in such a way that the essential interests 
of each are secured.” But if a State in which the 
Arabs are assured for all time of a two-thirds majority, 
and the Jews condemned for all time to a one-third 
minority, need not be an Arab State, but can be so 
organised as to become a “Palestine State,” then 
clearly a State with a Jewish majority could equally 
be so organised. Conversely, if His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment are so concerned lest Palestine as a whole 
should become a Jewish State (which can only mean 
a State with a Jewish minority—and possibly a bare 
majority at that), as to find it necessary to give the 
Arabs an explicit assurance against such an eventual- 
ity, on the White Paper’s own showing they must 
admit that a State in which the Arabs by two to one 
may properly be regarded, for all practical purposes, 
as an Arab State. His Majesty’s Government attempt 
to meet this difficulty by laying it down that the con- 
stitution of the future Palestine State shall include 
“adequate provision . . . for the special position in 
Palestine of the Jewish National Home.” But, what- 
ever the provision thus devised, its observance in an 
independent State must, in the last resort, depend 
upon the will of the majority; it cannot in itself be a 
safeguard against the exercise of that will. Experience 
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of minority guarantees has made abundantly clear 
the inadequacy of amy constitutional safeguards where 
the majority in power chooses to disregard them. 

7. Two grounds are given in the Statement of 
Policy (paragraph 8) for the grant, under these con- 
ditions, of independence to Palestine. The first is 
that the Mandatory is charged with securing “the 
development of self-governing institutions.” The sec- 
ond is that it would be “contrary to the whole spirit 
of the Mandate system” if the population of Palestine 
remained “forever under mandatory tutelage.” With 
regard to the first of these gorunds, it is significant 
that, from the historical point of view, the obligation 
to establish self-governing institutions was not in- 
serted into Article 2 of the Mandate as a pledge to 
the Arabs, which should counterbalance the opening 
provision of the same Article enjoining the creation 
of such conditions as would secure the establishment 
of the Jewish National Home. On the contrary (as 
explained in the Jewish Agency’s memorandum to 
the Palestine Royal Commission, where the subject 
is fully dealt with), far from being designed to lay 
down two conflicting, or mutually restrictive, pro- 
visions, the reference to self-governing institutions 
was inserted as a direct corollary of the provisions re- 
garding the Jewish National Home. The original 
version of Article 2 suggested by the Zionist Organi- 
sation provided for the placing of Palestine under 
such conditions “as will secure the establishment 
there of the Jewish National Home, and ultimately 
render possible the creation of an autonomous com- 
monwealth,” etc. The framers of the Mandate modi- 
fied the reference to an “autonomous commonwealth” 
by substituting that to “self-governing institutions.” 
But even if Article 2 be construed strictly according 
to its actual terms, without reference to its history, it 
is important to realise, first, that since the Article 
falls to be read as one consistent whole, the provision 
regarding self-governing institutions cannot be so 
construed as to invalidate the preceding provision 
concerning the Jewish National Home; and secondly, 
that all the Article provides for is the development of 
self-governing institutions (in the plural) within 
Palestine, and not the conversion of Palestine into an 
independent State. 

8. As to the second ground, exception must be 
taken to the facility with which the White Paper 
draws a specific conclusion as regards Palestine from 
“the whole spirit of the Mandate system.” It cannot 
be sufficiently emphasised that the Palestine Mandate 

‘was intended to be, and was actually framed as, a 
Mandate sui generis. Its sister Mandates for Syria and 
Iraq had the avowed object of paving the way for the 
independence of those countries. They were not de- 
signed to serve any such unique purpose as the pro- 
motion, in the countries to which they applied, of a 
national home for the original population of those 
countries, long exiled, but now anxious to return. 
Thus, Article 1 of the draft Mandate for Mesopotamia 
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(Iraq) provided for “the progressive development 
of Mesopotamia as an independent State.” Similarly, 
Article 1 of the Mandate for Syria and the Lebanon 
requires measures to be framed “propres a faciliter le 
developement progressif de la Syrie et du Liban 
comme etas independants.” In contradistinction to 
these two documents, the Palestine Mandate contains 
no “independence clause.” To urge this fundamental 
distinction is not to claim that the Palestine Mandate 
must continue for ever. Between its continuing for 
ever and its termination at the end of ten years or 
so there is a wide gulf. Nor must the termination of 
the Mandate necessarily assume the form indicated in 
the White Paper. According to the findings of the 
Royal Commission, “the primary purpose of the Man- 
date, as expressed in its Preamble and its Articles, 
is the establishment of the Jewish National Home.” 
It is therefore reasonable to argue that the Palestine 
Mandate cannot properly be terminated until the 
Jewish National Home is firmly established, and that 
if an emergency arises calling for an early termination 
of the Mandate, it should be succeeded by such a 
regime as would secure the fulfillment of that pur- 
pose in the future. If the Jewish Agency be asked 
what, in its view, is the test as to whether the Jewish 
National Home has been established, its answer 
would be that the Jewish National Home can only 
be regarded as established when its growth and de- 
velopment can securely continue without the assist- 
ance of the Mandatory. This was, indeed, the ap- 
proach of the Royal Commission to the problem of 
the termination of the Mandate, when it sought a 
solution of two independent States. His Majesty’s 
Government, in accepting the Royal Commission’s 
recommendations, showed its understanding of the 
necessity for securing the fulfillment of the original 
purpose of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate, 
and for providing for the further growth of the Na- 
tional Home, by indicating the following three ad- 
vantages of the scheme from that point of view: 


(i) The Jewish National Home would be freed 
from the possibility of ever being subjected 
to Arab rule; 

(ii) The Jews would cease to lead a minority life; 

(iii) The Jewish National Home would become a 
Jewish State with full control over immigra- 
tion. 

The present scheme nullifies all these objectives. It 
subjects the Jewish National Home to Arab rule; it 
perpetuates the Jewish minority position; it places 
Jewish immigration at the mercy of the Arabs. In 


short, it envisages the termination of the Mandate 


by jettisoning its primary purpose. 

9. As already indicated, the White Paper pro- 
poses (in Parts II and III) drastically to curtail the 
growth of the National Home in regard both to im- 
migration and to settlement on the land. As to im- 
migration, arbitrary limits are prescribed over a 
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period of five years, and thereafter continuation of 
immigration is made dependent upon Arab good will, 
which is equivalent to decreeing its complete stop- 
page. The following reasons are advanced in justifi- 
cation of this fundamental departure from the theory 
and practice of the Palestine Mandate: first, with 
regard to the imposition of arbitrary limitations upon 
immigration, His Majesty’s Government reject the 
contention “that the Mandate requires them for all 
time and in all circumstances to facilitate the immi- 
gration of Jews into Palestine subject only to con- 
siderations of the country’s economic absorptive ca- 
pacity”; secondly, with regard to the complete stop- 
page of immigration, His Majesty’s Government as- 
sert that they do not find “anything in the Mandate 
or in subsequent statements of policy to support the 
view that the establishment of a Jewish National 
Home in Palestine cannot be effected unless immigra- 
tion is allowed to continue indefinitely.” 

10. To take the second assertion first, His 
Majesty's Government themselves, after quoting the 
obligation “to facilitate Jewish immigration under 
suitable conditions,” proceed to state that “the extent 
to which Jewish immigration into Palestine is to be 
permitted is nowhere defined in the Mandate,” and 
seek to justify the restriction, and even the stoppage, 
of Jewish immigration on this ground. But the ab- 
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it should be a place to which the Jews can come back, 
provided that objective considerations permit their 
return. A “National Home for the Jewish people” 
loses its meaning the moment that the entry of Jews 
is forbidden save with the permission of the Arabs. 
The test of the Jewish National Home must there- 
fore be the effective possibility for any Jew who is 
able to settle in it without causing injury to others, 
to do so as a matter of right. The emphasis placed 
by the White Paper of 1922 on the fact that the Jews 
are in Palestine “as of right” obviously extends to 
their right of entry. This is fully recognised by the 
insistence in that White Paper that “for the fulfil- 
ment of this policy it is necessary that the Jewish 
community in Palestine should be able to increase its 
numbers by immigration.” But the present Statement 
of Policy, while apparently admitting that the present 
Jews of Palestine are there as of right, proceeds im- 
mediately to deny the right of entry to Jews who are 
not yet there. It thereby undermines the basis of the 
right of the existing Jewish population, and shatters 
the whole conception of the Jewish. National Home. 

12. As to the contention of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment that they do not regard themselves as required 
by the Mandate in all circumstances and for all time 
to facilitate Jewish immigration, subject only to con- 
siderations of the country’s economic absorptive ca- 


sence of any limiting provision in the Mandate as to-—paciey, it sto a denial of the logical conclu- 
siéns flowi Silda 


the extent to which Jewish immigration is to be pet- 


,a basic premise which has been 


mitted would appear to lead to just the opposite Be accepted... The fixing of an arbitrary limit on Jewish 


clusion, namely, that the Mandatory Government 


no right to put an arbitrary end to Jewish immigra®, 


tion. The Preamble to the Mandate, in giving recog- 


nition to the historical connection of the Jewish peo-“ 


ple with Palestine, and the grounds for reconstituting 
there their National Home, clearly implies a recogni- 
tion of the continuing right of the Jews to immigrate 
into Palestine. Article 6 of the Mandate enjoins upon 
the Mandatory the duty to facilitate this immigration 
“while ensuring that the rights of the population are 
not prejudiced.” The latter proviso indicates the only 
consideration by which Jewish immigration into Pal- 
estine is to be limited under the Mandate. Subject to 
the observance of this condition, it remains the duty 
of the Mandatory to facilitate Jewish immigration so 
long as there are Jews who desire to enter, and so 
long as Palestine is in a position to absorb them. 
Whether this would result in Jewish immigration 
continuing indefinitely it is impossible to say, and 
the question is, in fact, of no practical importance. 
What is of decisive practical importance, however, 
is the intention of His Majesty’s Government to cur- 
tail Jewish immigration immediately, and to put an 
end to it altogether after a short period of years, when 
it is clear that the conditions of Jewish life outside 
make its continuance necessary, and the development 
of Palestine makes it possible. 

11. The Jewish Agency submits that it is of the 
essence of the conception of the National Home that 


uipration would derogate from the recognition of 


the historic git OF the Jewish people in Paiestine, 


‘Awhich lies-atthe root of the Palestine Mandate. On 
the’ other hand, ‘if facilitating Jewish immigration, 


the Mandatory~has to see to it that the interests of 
other sections of the population do not suffer. The 
only immigration policy satisfying both these require- 
ments is clearly a policy regulating immigration in 
accordance with the country’s economic absorptive 
capacity. This gives the Jews a rational framework, 
free from arbitrary interference, for the exercise of 
their historic right, and ensures to them, for the pur- 
pose of absorbing further immigrants, the fruits of 
their efforts in extending the country’s abscrptive 
capacity. At the same time it gives to the Arabs an 
absolute assurance that Jewish immigrats will not be 
allowed to establish themselves at their expense. In 
fact, it gives this assurance to all the existing inhabi- 
tants of the country. These are the reasons why the 
economic absorptive capacity principle was laid in 
1922 by the Mandatory Government itself, endorsed 
by the Council of the League of Nations in 1930, and 
reaffirmed by His Majesty’s Government in the Prime 
Minister’s letter of February, 1931, and on subse- 
quent occasions. When in 1937 the Mandatory Gov- 
ernment found it necessary to depart from this policy 
—according to its own explanation, for reasons con- 
nected with the carrying out of the partition scheme 
recommended by the Palestine Royal Commission— 
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the Mandates Commission “drew attention to this de- 
parture from the principle sanctioned by the League 
of Nations that immigration is to be proportionate to 
the country’s economic absorptive capacity.” It seems 
clear that this principle, and the negation of it, cannot 
both be correct interpretations of the immigration 
provisions of the Mandate. In effect, to tamper with 
the principle of economic absorptive capacity is to 
tamper with the position of the Jews in Palestine “as 
of right.” 

13. Whatever construction may be put on the ob- 
ligation “to facilitate Jewish immigration under suit- 
able conditions,” it can by no means be reconciled 
with the grant of authority to the Arab population to 
decide whether Jewish immigration is to continue or 
not. The negation of the principle that the Jews are 
in Palestine “as of right,” involved even in the de- 
parture from the absorptive capacity principle, would 
thereby become absolute. When His Majesty's Gov- 
ernment assumed control of Palestine as Mandatory, 
modern Jewish immigration into that country had 
been proceeding for about four decades. This immi- 
gration was in itself but the most recent link in the 
long chain of attempts made by Jews of all countries 
and in all generations to return to their ancestral 
home. His Majesty’s Government gave express rec- 
ognition to the historical processes at work when it 
issued the Balfour Declaration as a declaration “of 
sympathy with Jewish Zionist aspirations,” and when 
it drafted the Mandate and its Preamble. The Man- 
date was conferred upon His Majesty’s Government 
on the understanding that they would facilitate Jew- 
ish immigration. By proclaiming their intention of 
bringing Jewish immigration to an abrupt end His 
Majesty’s Government not only violate an express 
and vital injunction of the Mandate, but take a step 
contrary to the very essence of the Mandate as a 
whole. Instead of being in their hands the instrument 
whereby a process antecedent to the Mandate should 
be accelarated, it becomes a means of arresting that 
process altogether—as it were, of turning back the 
wheel of history. Moreover, to arrest this process in 
deference to the will of the Arabs would mean to 
change the whole aspect of Palestine from a country 
in which the Jewish National Home is to be estab- 
lished into a country where the Arab majority is to 
rule supreme. 

14. The Palestine Mandate can be searched in 
vain for anything remotely suggesting that such pow- 
. ers have been conferred upon His Majesty's Govern- 
ment. The voluminous interpretative literature to 
be found in His Majesty’s Government's own state- 
ments of policy, and in the minutes and reports of the 
Permanent Mandates Commission, relating to the 
obligations contained in the Balfour Declaration and 
the Mandate towards the non-Jewish population of 
Palestine, does not contain the slightest suggestion 
that the Arab community of Palestine is to be assured 
of its majority position, let alone of a majority of 
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specific dimensions. His Majesty’s Government, in- 
deed, admit that “to stop all further Jewish immigra- 
tion into Palestine forthwith would be unjust to the 
Jewish National Home.” They do not explain, how- 
ever, why, in their view, a stoppage unjust today 
would become just at the end of five years, after the 
Jewish population had reached, according to their 
calculations, one-third of the total. His Majesty's 
Government further assert, without stating any rea- 
sons for the assertion, that “when the immigration 
over five years which is now contemplated has taken 
place, they will not be justified in facilitating, nor 
will they be under any obligation to facilitate, the 
further development of the Jewish National Home. 
regardless of the wishes of the Arab population.” 
Why an obligation binding today will suddenly cease 
to be binding at the end of five years, and why the 
wishes of the Arab population, which can be disre- 
garded today, must become the supreme arbiter at 
the end of the same period, again remains unex- 
plained. Seeing that the Mandate is to continue, in 
accordance with the White Paper, at least for another 
five years after the proposed stoppage of Jewish im- 
migration, it is not clear how, even on purely legal 
grounds, it is proposed to justify an arrangement by 
which one of the fundamental obligations imposed 
by the Mandate must remain inoperative during the 
lifetime of the Mandate. 


15. The practical reason Piven in paragraph 13 
of the White Paper for this liquidation of mandatory 
obligations is that their continued operation would 
necessitate the use of force, to which His Majesty’s 
Government object; they will relinquish rather than 
enforce mandatory obligations. But His Majesty’s 
Government can hardly have overlooked the fact 
that this conclusion represents the triumph of force. 
In the light of the experience of the last three years, 
it must appear to the Arab terrorists as a premium on 
their campaign of violence, and to the Jews as a 
penalty on their self-restraint. Further, if the exercise 
of such force as may be indispensable for the dis- 
charge of mandatory obligations appears to His 
Majesty’s Government to be so objectionable that 
those obligations have to be abandoned, they will 
no doubt be aware of the far-reaching implications of 
this attitude as regards their whole position in Pales- 
tine. As British authority is founded on the Mandate 
conferred upon and accepted by Great Britain on the 
basis of certain obligations, the repudiation of those 
obligations deprives British rule in Palestine of its 
moral justification. Even so, as continued British rule 
in Palestine is challenged by Arab leaders, it will in- 
volve the use of force. Force has, moreover, been 
used to prevent Jews entering Palestine; it may have 
to be used on an even greater scale in the future if 
the policy outlined in the White Paper is to be car- 
ried out in full. If it is the case that the use of force 
is inescapable, whatever course His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment propose to steer, the Jewish Agency would sub- 
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mit that it is the justice of the obligations undertaken 
and the injustice resulting from their abrogation, that 
should decide the issue, and the Agency cannot agree 
that what was just when the Balfour Declaration and 
the Mandate were issued, has become unjust today. 
Developments in the Jewish world, and in the Arab 
world since that time have both contributed only to 
enhance the justice of the Jewish cause, as was clearly 
realised by the Permanent Mandates Commission 
when they stated, in their Report for 1937: 

“It should also be remembered that the col- 
lective sufferings of Arabs and Jews are not com- 
parable, since vast spaces in the Near East, 
formerly the abode of numerous populations 
and the home of a brilliant civilisation, are open 
to the former, whereas the world is increasingly 
being closed to settlement by the latter.” 

16. The growth and development of the Jewish 
National Home depend not only upon numerical in- 
crease, but in equal measure upon the extension of 
its area of land, primarily land for agricultura! settle- 
ment. Having provided in Part II for the numerical 
crystallisation of the Jewish National Home, the 
Statement of Policy proceeds, in Part III, to decree 
its territorial crystallisation. The High Commissioner 
for Palestine is to be given “general powers to pro- 
hibit and regulate transfers of land,” these powers to 
date from the publication of the Statement of Policy. 
The exact nature and extent of these powers is not 
stated in the White Paper, but from the proposals 


made by His Majesty’s Government to the Jewish . 


Delegation at the end of the Palestine Conferences, 
to which the present Statement of Policy is supposed 
generally to adhere, it was learnt that the intention 
was completely to close parts of Palestine to Jewish 
settlement, and to subject it to severe restrictions in 
other parts. The Jewish Agency views with grave 
alarm the prospect of the application of such a policy. 
It would, in the first place, curtail the territoria! scope 
of the Jewish National Home, which has already 
been cut down by the closing of Transjordan to Jew- 
ish settlement. Secondly, it would amount to a re- 
versal of the obligation imposed upon the Mandatory 
by Article 6 of the Mandate to “encourage close settle- 
ment by Jews on the land,” and would jeopardize 
the growth and economic stability of the National 
Home. Thirdly, it would necessitate the introduction 
into the legislation of Palestine of measures based 
upon racial discrimination as between Jews and non- 
Jews, thus constituting an infringement of Article 
15 of the Mandate, which provides that “no discrim- 
ination of any kind shall be made between the in- 
habitants of Palestine on the ground of race, religion 
or language.” Fourthly, by denying to the Arabs legit- 
imate opportunities of selling part of their Jand in 
order to invest the proceeds in the development of the 
remainder, and by withholding from Jewish develop- 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


ment even areas of “uncultivable” land which may 
be included in the parts of the country where Jewish 
settlement is to be prohibited, it would seriously ham- 
per the agricultural development of the country as 
a whole. 


17. The Statement of Policy invokes the “reports 
of several expert commissions” as having indicated 
that “owing to the natural growth of the Arab popu- 
lation, and the steady sale in recent years of Arab 
land to Jews, there is now in certain areas no room 
for further transfers of Arab land, while in some other 
areas such transfers of land must be restricted if Arab 
cultivators are to maintain their standard of lite, and 
a considerable landless Arab population is not soon to 
be created.” Without accepting these conclusions, 
the Jewish Agency at the Palestine Conference signi- 
fied its readiness to discuss with His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment, on their merits, the problems of the effect 
of Jewish colonisation upon the Arab peasant class, 
and the availability of land in various parts of Pales- 
tine for further Jewish settlement. No such dis- 
cussion has, however, taken place. Nor has the Gov- 
ernment so far acceded to the Jewish Agency’s re- 
quest that the data which served as the basis for the 
Government's far-reaching conclusions in the matter 
of land, should be communicated to it for examina- 
tion and comment. The Jewish Agency would recall 
that the detailed official inquiry conducted into the 
question of “displaced Arabs” in 1932, with which 
the Jewish Agency was associated, completely dis- 
proved the thesis that Jewish settlement on the land 
has resulted in any considerable dispossession of the 
Arab farming population. In the circumstances, and 
in view of the whole trend of the Palestine Confer- 
ences and the tenor of the present Statement of Policy, 
the Jewish Agency is forced to the conclusion that, 
just as the drastic changes proposed in immigration 
policy were dictated—as has been freely admitted in 
the White Paper—by purely political considerations, 
so the proposal to relegate the Jews to a Pale of Set- 
tlement in the country of the National Home has a 
political, and not an economic object. 


18. On behalf of the Jewish Agency for Palestine, 
I beg to lodge the strongest possible protest against 
the policy contained in the White Paper of May, 
1939, and to express the hope that, constituting as it 
does a complete reversal of the original policy au- 
thorised by the League of Nations in the Palestine 
Mandate, it will not be endorsed by the competent 
organs of the League. 
I have the honour to remain, 
Your Excellency’s obedient Servant 
Cu. WEIZMANN 


Jewish Agency for Palestine 
President 
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The Breach of Trust 


by Bernard A. Rosenblatt 
President of the Palestine Foundation Fund in America 


D URING A period of over twenty-one years end- 

ing on March 31, 1943, the number of Jewish 
immigrants into Palestine totaled 353,035. In the 
decade following the rise of Hitler, Palestine was 
able to absorb more Jewish immigrants than all the 
rest of the world combined. Furthermore, immigra- 
tion was so integrated by the Jewish Agency with the 
economic development of the country that there was 
no unemployment in Palestine during the years of 
the great world depression after 1929. We were wit- 
nesses to the curious spectacle that at the very time 
when the rest of the world went through the agonies 
of privation and want due to unemployment, little 
Palestine experienced its widest expansion and proved 
its ability to absorb over 60,000 immigrants in a 
single year without any strain on its economy. 


On November 2, 1917, the British Government 
issued the Balfour Declaration, inviting the children 
of Israel to “go up” and rebuild the land of Israel. It 
was this document which inspired a sentiment “thin 
as air, but strong as iron bands,” permeating the Jew- 
ish immigrants in the two decades between the two 
world wars, that made it possible for them to perform 
apparent wonders in the land of miracles. 


A fitting symbol of the revival of the land of Israel 
is the transformation of a whole district that has been 
dead since the days of Sodom and Gomorrah. In far 
off Siberia, a Jewish chemical engineer, poring over 
his books, dreamed of converting the Dead Sea into a 
living thing, by tapping its natural resources of 
potash, bromine, and magnesium. He came to Pales- 
tine and organized the Palestine Potash Company 
with the help of British and American capital. 
Through his work, both the northern and southern 
extremities of the Dead Sea are now teeming with 
life, turning out products necessary for the war pro- 
gram. So successful has this enterprise proved that 
for the year 1941 the financial report of the Palestine 
Potash Company shows an allocation of a little over 

£12,000 to its stockholders and £140.000 to the 
British treasury (not the Palestine Government, it 
‘must be noted) in taxes, including income and war 
profits revenue! (The report for 1942 will undoubt- 
edly show even better results.) That one item is per- 
haps a good illustration of how the British govern- 
ment, as trustee over Palestine, receives direct bene- 
fits in its administration of the Palestine Mandate— 
96% to the British Government and 4% to the 
stockholders who took the risk and did the work! 


It is by such mundane and purely scientific 
“miracles” that the economic absorptive capacity of 


Palestine has been enormously increased from year to 
year—making possible still further immigration. It 
may be properly said that every Jew entering Pales- 
tine carries the key or “open sesame” of economic 
absorptive capacity right with him in his pocket. 
That is why, today, a dozen years after the estimate 
that 175,000 was almost the limit of “capacity” for 
the Jewish National Home, there are over 575,- 
000 Jews in Palestine. Such a Jewish immigration 
and development was foreseen under the Palestine 
Mandate, when that trust was accepted by Great 
Britain from the League of Nations. Article 2 of the 
Mandate provides that “The Mandatory shall be 
responsible for placing the country under such poli- 
tical, administrative and economic conditions as will 
secure the establishment of- the Jewish National 
Home.” 

Article 4 provides that “An appropriate Jewish 
agency shall be recognized as a public body for the 
purpose of advising and cooperating with the Ad- 
ministration of Palestine in such economic, social 
and other matters as may affect the establishment of 
the Jewish National Home, and the other interests of 
the Jewish population in Palestine and, subject al- 
ways to the control of the Administration, to assist 
and take part in the development of the country.” 

Article 6 provides: “The Administration of Pales- 
tine, while ensuring that the rights and position of 
other sections of the population are not prejudiced, 
shall facilitate Jewish immigration under suitable 
conditions and shall encourage, in cooperation with 
the Jewish Agency referred to in Article 4, close 
settlement by Jews on the land, including state lands 
and waste lands, not required for public purposes.” 


It is important particularly to call attention to the 
phrase “shall facilitate Jewish immigration” and 
“encourage close settlement by Jews on the land.” 
The word “Jews” is used in contra-distinction to the 
native population of Palestine, indicating clearly that 
part of the duty of the Mandatory power consists in 
making room for more Jews to enter the country. 

Despite these clear injunctions, the British Col- 
onial Office, motivated no doubt by the spirit of 
“Munich appeasement” that hovered over Europe on 
the eve of the World War, issued the notorious White 
Paper of May, 1939, purporting to restrict immigra- 
tion to Palestine to a dead level of 75,000 immi- 
grants, under a peculiar five year plan of underdevel- 
opment, supposed to end in March, 1944, when Jew- 
ish immigration might be entirely prohibited unless 
the Arabs of Palestine should explicitly approve 
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the admission of Jews to the Jewish National Home! 
Such a political (as distinguished from economic) 
test for the absorptive capacity of Palestine was not 
only never contemplated under the trust assumed by 
Great Britain in the Palestine Mandate, but is clearly 
contrary to the terms by which the trustee was bound 
in the mandate obligation to “encourage” the devel- 
opment of the Jewish National Home. 

Indeed, the very first article in the Mandate of 
Palestine provides that “the Mandatory shall have 
full powers of legislation and of administration, save 
as they may be limited by the terms of this Mandate.” 
This is nothing more than a legal statement that the 
Mandates is the fundamental law or constitution of 
Palestine. Accordingly, at the 14th meeting of the 
Permanent Mandates Commission of the League of 
Nations, held in Geneva on June 16, 1939, the 
British Government felt impelled to justify the 
White Paper of the preceding month, and Malcolm 
MacDonald, as Colonial Secretary, personally ap- 
peared before the Mandates Commission and ad- 
mitted “that the League of Nations had the last 
word” in interpreting the validity of the White 
Paper. A few days later, this Mandates Commission, 
sitting as a reviewing board on the MacDonald 
White Paper, held by a majority that they “did not 
feel able to state that the policy of the White Paper 
was in conformity with the Mandate.” That is the 
present status of the White Paper, purporting to re- 
strict Jewish immigration and settlement in Pales- 
tine—a regulation which stands nullified by the 
action of the League of Nations, which originally 
conferred the Mandate upon Great Britain as trustee 
over Palestine. Under the well established principles 
of Anglo-Saxon legal procedure, such a White Paper, 
when disapproved by the High Tribunal of the Man- 
dates Commission of the League of Nations, should 
have no more legal force than a law passed by one of 
our forty-eight states but declared null and void by 
the United States Supreme Court as in contravention 
of the Constitution of the United States. Nor can the 
situation be remedied by any action of the British 
Parliament, for Winston Churchill, speaking in the 
House of Commons on May 23, 1939, upon this very 
issue, stated that the White Paper constituted “plainly 
a breach and repudiation of the Balfour Declaration, 
the provision that Jewish immigration can be stopped 
in five years’ time by the decision of an Arab major- 
ity.” He went on to state that “Long before those five 
years are past, either there will be a Britain which 
knows how to keep its word on the Balfour Declara- 
tion and is not afraid to do so, or, believe me, we 
shall find ourselves relieved of many oversea respon- 
sibilities other than those comprised within the Pal- 
estine Mandate.” 

Any unbiased tribunal must regard the White 
Paper as a unilateral attempt to modify the obliga- 
tion which the Mandatory Power assumed when it 
became the trustee over Palestine. Nor does the fail- 
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ure of the League of Nations to enforce its decisions 
because of wartime contingencies justify a violation 
of the Mandatory trust. The mere fact that there is 
no sheriff strong enough to enforce a Court’s decree 
does not make the violation of a trustee’s duty excus- 
able under the laws of England and America. Nor 
does it entitle the British Colonial Office to act both 
as advocate and interpreter of its obligation as trustee, 
in violation of a judgment, still standing, of the 
League of Nations Mandates Commission. It is re- 
pugnant to all principles of justice and Anglo-Saxon 
legal traditions for the British Colonial Office to act 
as judge in its own case. If the plea is made that the 
League of Nations is incapable any longer of per- 
forming its duties, then obviously, some outside 
body, without any interest in the dispute, should be 
invoked. The Permanent Court of International 
Justice might be asked to decide whether the White 
Paper of 1939 has any standing in the Jaw of 
nations. In any event, before such a decision is ren- 
dered by an impartial tribunal, and in the face of the 
present judgment by the Mandates Commission, it is 
a travesty upon justice to refer to those Jews who 
enter Palestine outside the quota as “illegal immi- 
grants.” On the contrary, the decree which denies 
them admission is itself illegal, as announced in the 
last adjudication of the Mandates Commission of the 
League of Nations. An illegal decree cannot make 
immigrants illegal. 


In February, 1942, the Black Sea, near the harbor 
of Istanbul, was the scene of the Struma tragedy, 
when 768 prospective “illegal” immigrants went 
down to their death in a watery grave, while waiting 
for visas to the Jewish National Home (for they 
were not allowed entrance into Turkey), which the 
High Commissioner of Palestine refused to grant— 
visas which were permissible even under the iniqui- 
tous “White Paper.” These were not the first, but 
only the most dramatic victims of the illegal decree 
known as the White Paper of 1939. But the High 
Commissioner had notice in the judgment of the 
League of Nations Mandates Commission, rendered 
two and a half years previously, that it was his duty 
to enforce that judgment, rather than contrary in- 
structions based upon the White Paper. For failure 
to perform that duty he is liable under Anglo-Saxon 
procedure, even as is any sheriff who fails to carry out 
the decree of a higher court. I have such faith in the 
British sense of justice and “fair play,” that I look 
forward with confidence to that day when another 
Edmund Burke may rise in the House of Commons 
itself and demand retribution for the lives of hun- 
dreds of poor, wandering Jews who were denied 
admission into the Jewish National Home. 

If the matter be brought for judicial review to an 


impartial tribunal, the Jews should be willing to 
examine the whole situation with respect to Pales- 
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tine, over and above the legal obligations imposed 
upon Great Britain as trustee. The argument of Arab 
claims versus Jewish rights has been put forward 
time and again by the Mandatory, as if the trustee 
may derive benefits simply because of alleged contra- 
dictory promises made by Great Britain with respect 
to the territory of Palestine. We might very well 
brush aside the whole episode of promises unfulfilled 
that stem from the first World War, even though in 
any court of law and justice the solemn obligation of 
the Balfour Declaration, as the act of the British 
War Cabinet, and its express endorsement in the Pal- 
estine Mandate of the League of Nations, might very 
well put the Jewish Agency in the position of an 
interpleader, permitting Great Britain to settle its 
obligations to the Arabs by other means than asking 
us to foot the bill. But even on the merits of a so- 
called Arab-Jewish dispute, to which we might be 
made a party against our will, we submit that the 
solution is as simple as it is just. 

Palestine is only the periphery of a great Arab 
domain, which was taken from the Turks in the last 
war and converted into the states of Iraq and Syria. 
Syria alone is six times the size of Palestine west of 
the Jordan, and Iraq is fourteen times as large. To- 
gether, these two territories, with an area of 200,000 
square miles, are as large as the combined area of the 
four most important states in the Union—New 
York, Pennsylvania, Illinois and Ohio—while Pales- 
tine is only slightly larger than the small state of 
New Jersey. Yet, the total Arab population of Syria 
and Iraq combined is only about 7,500,000, or just 
about equivalent to the number of Jews trapped in 
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Nazi-occupied Europe. Is it too much to require, as 
our share of the Atlantic Charter of the United 
Nations, that for our millions of wandering, dispos- 
sessed Jews, the little territory of Palestine, less than 
5% of what was freely allotted to the Arabs in the 
last war, should be placed at our disposal for free 
Jewish immigration? 

We hope and trust that the Arabs in Palestine will 
share in the progress and prosperity of the Jewish 
Commonwealth—and only those who prefer the 
purely Arab character of a country like Iraq will be 
free to cross the Jordan, if they so desire. Perhaps in 
some future day, the Jewish Commonwealth of Pal- 
estine—and perhaps also the Christian Lebanon state 
—will draw nearer to the Moslem kingdom of Iraq 
and the Arabs of the Syrian hinterland, to form a 
permanent federation to preserve the peace of the 
Near East. But for the present, we Jews have amply 
earned the right to develop Palestine to the utmost, 
not merely as a moral debt to the surviving Jewish 
refugees from Nazified Europe, but also as a legal 
claim upon Great Britain. This was best expressed in 
the last recorded statement by the late great Associate 
Justice of the United States Supreme Court—Louis 
D. Brandeis: 

“A legal obligation assumed by Great Britain is 
the basis for Jewish constructive enterprise in Pales- 
tine. That legal right, sustained by humanitarian 
needs, cannot be obliterated for private advantage... 
The absorptive capacity is stated to be the criterion by 
which Jewish entry into Palestine should be deter- 
mined. Disinterested experts have proved that Pales- 
tine is equipped to absorb 100,000 Jews a year.” 
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Palestine s Economic Absorptive Capacity 
A COMMON-SENSE VIEW 


by Ben Halpern 


3 pee OFFICIAL defense of British policy in Pales- 
tine was one based chiefly on the contention that 
the country is economically incapable of absorbing 
large numbers of immigrants. This line of argument 
has not been as boldly or as frequently used since the 
publication of the White Paper in May, 1939. There 
is good reason for the change: The White Paper, 
contumaciously enforced in spite of the disapproval 
of the Permanent Mandates Commission and the 
protest of public opinion, has itself erected the most 
formidable barriers to economic development in 
Palestine. It has set a rigid political quota for Jewish 
immigrants, and thus blocked the influx of labor and 
capital which was the chief cause of Palestine’s phe- 
nomenal advance. It has burdened land transfers 
with discriminatory decrees by which Jews are abso- 
lutely forbidden to buy land from Arabs in almost 
two-thirds of the country; forbidden except with 
special authorization, in almost one-third; and al- 
lowed to buy land freely only in one twentieth of 
Palestine: to wit in the small fraction which they 
have already settled. These “laws” are unconstitu- 
tional, being specifically opposed to the Mandate; 
they are flagrantly unjust on even more basic “legal” 
grounds, by contravening the principles of freedom 
and of equality before the law upon which all demo- 
cratic orders are founded; and the White Paper policy, 
finally, in setting up a Pale of Settlement for Jews in 
Palestine such as obtained in old Czarist Russia, im- 
poses artificial, unnatural limits upon economic pro- 
gress. It remains to be seen whether such a retrograde 
economic plan can “successfully” be carried out; but 
in the meantime its official advocates are naturally 
disinclined to argue their case on the economic plane. 
They have taken refuge in the sphere of Hochpolitik 
and military strategy; and there, as we are given to 
understand, the common people must not intrude 
with impertinent questions—particularly so long as 
the war continues. 

Although temporarily shelved, the “aborptive ca- 
pacity” argument has not been entirely discarded. It 
reappears occasionally, as for instance in the High 
Commissioner’s recent broadcast announcement of 
post-war reconstruction plans for Palestine, in the 
course of which reference was made to the “conges- 
tion” problem, and to “what little remains, after 
many years of insufficient attention, of the soil of that 
country.” Such phrases also abound in the various 
reports by British expert commissions, including the 
latest one, of the Woodhead or Partition Commission, 
which was followed, in due course, by the White Pa- 
per. It is no more than natural that such statements, 


issued by official sources and under the warrant of 
expert authority, have had their effect; so that even 
persons responsive to the tragic fate of the Jewish peo- 
ple and unimpressed by the Hochpolitik of low ex- 
pediency are shaken, and begin to doubt whether, 
after all, there is room in Palestine for more Jews, 
if the country is as “congested” as the experts claim. 
It happens however, that the experts have been 
singularly out of luck in Palestine. Sir John Hope 
Simpson, a seasoned administrator of refugee and 
resettlement movements, spent several weeks investi- 
gating Palestine in 1930, and solemnly concluded 
that there was not enough room left in the country to 
swing a cat. Those were his very words. In less than 
ten years after the Simpson Report, the Jewish popu- 
lation of the country was almost tripled, chiefly by 
the admission of refugees, and the Arab population 
continued a rate of natural increase without parallel 
anywhere in the world. Sir John himself was singing 
another tune by 1939: 

“This small country (Palestine), probably 
not exceeding 10,400 square miles in area, a 
land devoid of obvious natural resources, has 
become for a large section of the refugee com- 
munity one of the most important areas of 
refugee settlement in the world. This fact is 
due to the religious enthusiasm of the Jewish 

race and to their genius for development.” 
Other investigators, including American experts 
sent by Jewish sponsors as well as British observers 
sent by the Colonial Office, have been as badly mis- 
taken. An American expert survey back in 1927 ad- 
vised the Zionist Organization to prepare for the 
social and economic collapse of the collectivist rural 
settlements—which subsequently throve and pros- 
pered and grew to unprecedented strength. The ad- 
vice of these same experts, mistaken as they were in 
this point, has nonetheless been followed with profit 
in Palestine in many another important point. Out 
of a long experience with experts of all sorts, the Jews 
in Palestine have, in fact, developed a very sane, com- 
mon-sense view on the subject. The view is expressed 
on page 160 of the Minutes of Evidence of the public 
sessions of the 1936 Palestine Royal Commission, in 
the testimony of Mr. H. L. Wolfson. This witness, an 
official of the non-political Palestine Jewish Coloniza- 
tion Association (PICA) stated that geologists (like 
other experts) could be safely followed when they 
stated where and at what depths water would prob- 
ably be found, but experience had shown them to be 
frequently mistaken when they declared that it was 
impossible to find water in a given location. In the 
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same spirit, Jewish pioneers in Palestine have not 
been impressed by the gloomy prophecies of failure 
issuing both from interested and disinterested expert 
oracles, but have utilized their positive suggestions, 
and, as is the way of pioneers everywhere, they have 
failed and failed again, and eventually succeeded. 

To what conclusion does this lead? That no person 
of common sense should accept as valid a specific 
figure of the maximum population which Palestine 
can absorb, no matter how many experts lend it their 
authority. No expert is entitled to state a maximum 
beyond which further increase is impossible, even 
though so many of them do it. Plain logic warns us 
that all generalizations and deductions hold only with- 
in conditions specified in advance, or within stated 
premises. When conditions or premises change, the 
old conclusions cannot hold. In the case of Palestine, 
nobody can know today what may be the eventual 
conditions which will determine how large a popula- 
tion can be absorbed. It is certain only that they will 
not be the present-day conditions. The Jews, at least, 
will never rest until they have tried every avenue that 
holds a promise of economic expansion. 

No common-sense opinion can be ventured on the 
question of how many people Palestine can ulti- 
mately hold. Nor is the question important. What 
we are really interested in knowing is how many 
people Palestine can absorb in a short time after the 
war; or rather more specifically, can Palestine rapidly 
absorb the number of Jews it must admit in order to 
become truly the Jewish National Homeland: viz., 
the five or six hundred thousand or more needed to 
create a Jewish majority; or the one or two million 
it may be necessary to admit in order to solve once 
and for all the Jewish problem in Europe? 


Resources 

The discussion of Palestine’s absorptive capacity 
has been based almost exclusively on the question 
of whether there is any unused or inefficiently used 
cultivable land left in the country. One of the reasons 
why the economic arguments in favor of stopping 
immigration are no longer emphasized in official 
statements—a reason, also, why the White Paper has 
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adopted a political rather than an economic criterion 
for restricting immigration—is that the answer to 
this question is clear beyond cavil. Nobody really 
doubts that there is unused cultivable land in Pales- 
tine, or that much of the land now cultivated could 
be greatly increased in productivity. 


It is true that British statements repeatedly make 
subtle references to “agricultural congestion” — if 
not now, then for future generations; and, also, that 
according to the statistics still officially accepted by 
the Palestine Government, there is no “cultivable” 
land in the country which is not already being “culti- 
vated”. But these statistics are based on assumptions 
which make them completely extraneous to the ques- 
tion at issue. When the British Government says all 
the “cultivable” land in Palestine is being “culti- 
vated,” they are talking double-talk in the strictest 
possible sense. “Cultivable” means, according to the 
statistical glossary of the Palestine government, “/and 
which is actually under cultivation, or which can be 
brought under cultivation by the application of the 
labour and financial resources of the average indt- 
vidual Palestinian cultivator’—that is, the Arab. 


We may forget about the second clause in the 
definition when discussing official Palestinian land 
statistics—because it finds no application. The figures 
of “cultivable” soil cited by the Palestine Government 
were compiled not by soil chemists but by surveyors, 
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and not in the course of soil analysis or geological 
survey, but of a survey for purposes of taxation. The 
rough and ready criterion of cultivability which had 
to be used by the Government surveyors was no more 
and no less than the then state of the soil—whether 
it was actually under cultivation or not. What does 
it mean then when, on the basis of statistics so com- 
piled, it is claimed that all “cultivable” soil is being 
cultivated? No more than the tautology that all the 
cultivated soil is being cultivated. And sometimes 
even less, because in the time since the tax survey of 
Palestine much officially uncultivable soil has actu- 
ally been put under cultivation—although, in most 
cases, the Government's statistics have not yet been 
adjusted accordingly. 

The fact of the matter is that the Palestine Govern- 
ment has simply refused to investigate seriously the 
question of how the soil and water of Palestine can 
be most effectively utilized if capital and modern 
techniques are applied. Moreover, they know very 
well that if they were to make such a study—which 
their obligation under Article 6 of the Mandate “to 
encourage . . .close settlement by Jews on the land” 
would seem to require—it would surely reveal that 
there is much cultivable land unused, and that mod- 
ern techniques could substantially raise the produc- 
tivity of the land now being cultivated. A frank 
admission of this fact is contained in the Report of 
the Woodhead Commission (p. 30) which states: 

“There is no doubt that Palestine could support 
a larger agricultural population if better methods 
of cultivation were adopted, if the area under irri- 
gation could be extended and if markets for the 
increased produce could be found.” 

For an authoritative estimate of how much larger 
the agricultural population could be under the above 
conditions, we must consult Jewish Agency experts, 
for they are the only ones who have devoted them- 
selves to a study of this question. Their conclusions 
have been stated by Dr. Chaim Weizmann with all 
the caution of a scientific mind: 

“Adding together the large uncultivated area 
south of the Gaza-Beersheba line, the irrigable 
free stretches in the Jordan and other valleys, and 
the Maritime Plain, and allowing for some inten- 
sification of agriculture in the hills, it is hardly 
over-optimistic to say that at least 100,000 more 
Jewish families can be settled on the land. 


Markets 


The estimates by agricultural experts of how 
many more farm families Palestine’s soil can support 
depend largely on calculations concerning the areas 
that can be reclaimed, improved, and brought under 
cultivation, and also concerning the amount of water 
available for intensifying farm practice by irrigation 
—after allowing for the needs of power production 
and other “civil and industrial” requirements of the 
population. In other words they are estimates based 
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on calculations of productivity, under given improved 
conditions. They assume, therefore, that the in- 
creased product can be marketed, and at prices suf- 
ficient to maintain the enlarged population at their 
present or an improved standard of living. 

However, we need not rely on assumptions alone 
in this question, because it has been made the subject 
of specific analysis by Jewish Agency experts. The 
premises upon which this study has been based are 
appropriately conservative. The pre-war market for 
the agriculture and industrial products of the Yishuv 
was chiefly the Jewish population itself. It is assumed 
that this will be even more overwhelmingly the case 
in the post-war period. 

In 1936 a substantial part of Jewish agriculture 
was devoted to citriculture, essentially an export in- 
dustry. The Agency plans for the future contemplate 
only a slight increase in the citrus industry. The 
growth of the farm population is expected to depend 
almost entirely on the intensification of agriculture 
and the devotion of a larger proportion of the land to 
dairy and vegetable and similar products, as far as 
possible under irrigation. These products of Jewish 
farms, in pre-war days, were sold almost exclusively 
to Jews. However, earlier blue-prints for Palestine’s 
development have always planned to take advantage 
of Palestine’s climate in order to produce early-ripen- 
ing vegetables and fruits for export. Successful be- 
ginnings in such an export trade were already made 
before the war and there are good prospects of new 
cultivations for export, such as pharmaceutical plants 
and seeds. The conservative Agency post-war plan 
assumes, however, that only 6% of the value-output 
of Jewish farming (excluding citriculture) will be 
disposed of by export; none will be sold to the Gov- 
ernment or the Arabs; and the rest will be taken up 
by the expanded Jewish population itself. 

The “home market” is also the chief reliance of 
Jewish Agency experts for the disposal of the output 
of Jewish industry. In 1936, only 6% of the indus- 
trial output was exported, and 15% sold to the Gov- 
ernment and to Arabs. The remainder was bought 
by Jewish consumers and producers. Future plans 
indicate a reduction of the share of export to 5% of 
the output of Jewish industry, and of Arab and Gov- 
ernment purchases to 10%. The growth of the 
industrial population is predicated mainly, therefore, 
upon the growth of sales to an expanding Jewish 
population. Jewish Agency plans anticipate that 
industrial growth will go substantially ahead of other 
economic branches, and that the industrial popula- 
tion will be a relatively larger proportion of the total 
than in pre-war days—at the “expense” chiefly of 
parts of the population now living on their own in- 
come or on income contributed by relatives abroad. 

This change will also, it is planned, remedy a cer- 
tain disharmony in the Jewish foreign trade of Pales- 
tine. The persistent large difference between the 
value of imports and exports to Palestine has often 
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been pointed out as a defect in its economic structure. 
It has as often been noted in reply that the “unfavor- 
able” balance of trade is merely an apparent “deficit,” 
Palestine’s international payments being balanced by 
the import of capital—chiefly by Jews—and by other 
“invisible exports.” Such capital imports, reflected in 
an apparent “unfavorable” balance of trade, are a 
normal phenomenon in countries of pioneer settle- 
ment. In the years before the war, Jewish capital 
imports alone were covering 80% of that so-called 
deficit. However, only half of this sum was spent for 
actual capital equipment; the remainder was ex- 
pended in the purchase of foodstuffs and manufac- 
tured articles which could very well be produced in 
Palestine itself at competitive prices, after the neces- 
sary investments had been made. 


Jewish Agency plans for expanding the Yishuv’s 
industrial population—thus helping also to provide 
the expanded market necessary for post-war agricul- 
tural settlement—envisage the replacement of such 
imports by local products. Actually this aim has been 
substantially achieved under the pressure of wartime 
necessity. The goal—an economically rational goal 
— is to reduce the “unfavorable” balance of trade to 
the amount of capital import expended on new invest- 
ment material which cannot be produced locally; to 
import in addition to this only ‘raw materials, food- 
stuffs, and manufactured goods which cannot be 
locally produced at fair competitive prices, paying for 
these purchases by the value of the Yishuv’s exports; 
and to substitute for the remainder of the Yishuv’s 
trade “deficit” local products. This scheme, while 
based on the necessary increase of the Yishuv’s self- 
sufficiency, is thus far from a plan of “autarchy.” On 
the contrary, since it envisages a continued expansion 
based on capital imports, and a development of Pal- 
estine’s natural advantages for export purposes, it 
means an expansion of Palestine’s foreign trade and a 
large absolute, if not a relative, increase in the value 
of its imports. 

The plan is essentially conservative for it is based 
on the intensive development of Palestine’s own re- 
sources by the influx of settlers and capital, and on 
the utilization primarily of the internal market so 
created. As a relatively short-term plan, calling for 
the settlement of less than a million and a half 
settlers and the investment of less than a billion dol- 
lars, it does not take account of the possibilities of 
expansion which may open up if world trade in gen- 
eral expands, and particularly if there is large-scale 
development in the regions of the Middle East, and 
the even broader hinterland to which Palestine is so 
conveniently placed. 


Necessary Political Conditions 


It is of course obvious that none of this plan can 
be achieved under the White Paper. For any devel- 
opment of the country, Jews must be permitted to 
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purchase land; they must be allowed to bring in 
capital; and, above all, immigration must continue. 


There is, moreover, no prospect of economic suc- 
cor for the insupportable position of the Arabs them- 
selves if the White Paper is maintained. The Pales- 
tine Government likes to insist that the economic 
troubles of the Arabs are immediately caused by Jew- 
ish development—even though their underlying 
causes, as the Government recognizes, are poor 
methods of cultivation, an irrational system of land- 
holding, the merciless extortion of Arab money- 
lenders, etc. It is true, as a matter of fact, that since 
the Jews came in, population has so increased that 
the old methods of cultivating the soil may not pro- 
vide for a further increase; also that many Arabs 
have become dependent on Jewish employment and 
customers; and—a factor which the war has even 
further enhanced—the Arabs now expect more than 
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they did before the Jews came. The Arabs have been 
set on the road to economic advancement and cannot 
be stopped. The government recognizes this, and is 
preparing, on the basis of the White Paper, develop- 
ment plans for the “Arab” reservations in Palestine 
at the expense of a Treasury to which Jews primarily 
contribute. 

Apart from the political objections to the White 
Paper, it is subject to the very economic arguments 
for which the Partition Plan was rejected. The coun- 
try “devoid of obvious natural resources” is certainly 
too small to be divided into zones of economic free- 
dom and reservations of economic stagnation. An 
economic development of the Arab zone not based 
on the stimulation of economic enterprise and pro- 
gress and regulated not in the interests of justice but 
of an outmoded economic order is hardly probable. 
However, the abrogation of the White Paper and the 
end of the mediaeval economic discrimination be- 
tween Jew and Arab in Palestine does offer a way of 
economic succor to the Arabs as well as the Jew. 
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This has been pointed out to the Palestine Govern- 
ment not only by Jews but also by the Woodhead 
(Partition) Commission itself (p. 30): 


“The future for the Arab population is already 
menacing—wnless Jewish immigration and Jewish 
imports of capital are allowed to continue.” 
(italics ours ) 


But the abrogation of the White Paper ts not 
enough. The Jewish Agency is preparing flexible 
plans and concrete projects for the settlement of one 
to two million Jews in Palestine in a relatively brief 
period after the war. It is the only agency anywhere in 
the world which is in a position to prepare and is 
actually preparing real plans for the permanent eco- 
nomic rehabilitation of European Jews after the war. 
Its projects are of a complex, though practical, nature 
which require that the authority which will deter- 
mine Palestine’s economic policies in the post-war 
world shall be of a character which will itself adopt 
and see to the implementation of these plans. 


Analysis of the White Paper 


by David Ben Gurion 


é Seog IS no denying the ability of the authors 
of the “White Paper.” Cleverly and diligently, 
as befits people of great experience, they white-washed 
the unclean. The greatest betrayal perpetrated by 
the government of a civilized people in our generation 
has been formulated and explained with the artistry 
of experts at the game of trickery and pretended 
righteousness. Breaking a pledge is enveloped in a 
cloak of loyalty and the renunciation of the mandate 
is made to appear as a logical conclusion springing 
from the terms of the mandate. The destruction of 
Jewish hopes is portrayed as beneficial for the Jewish 
people and submission to the terror of the Mufti’s 
gangs is interpreted as a rebuke to the terrorists. 

The British Government is sure of its power. It 
commands a tremendous majority in the greatest 
elected assembly in the world. At the service of its 
policies there stand the immense forces of the press, 
the bureaucracy and armaments. The victim of this 
policy—the Jewish people—is comparatively power- 
less and defenseless. It has no navy, army nor gov- 
‘ernment. It does not even own a small area where 
it is its own master. It appears that those in power 
believe that one may do anything to such a defenseless 
people. But there is one thing which even the most 
powerful government cannot do to the Jewish peo- 
ple—deceive it with sweet words and false phrases. 
The betrayal of the “White Paper” should be ex- 
posed. If the Jewish people and the Jewish com- 
munity in Palestine will so desire, they can put to 
naught the treasonable policies of the “White Paper.” 


The Conference in London 


The “White Paper” opens with a short exposi- 
tion concerning the London conference and the “full, 
free and frank discussion” between the British minis- 
ters and the Jewish and Arab delegations. This story 
is not at all exact and may mislead those who were 
not present at the London conference. The discussion 
in London was neither frank nor free and was not 
intended to lead to agreement. 

The government took no serious or practical step 
to bring about an agreement. It merely sought to 
defeat one side—the Jews. The government at- 
tempted in all possible ways to influence, to coax, and 
sometimes also to frighten the Jews into accepting 
the demands of the Arabs. Constant and determined 
efforts were made to have the Jews renounce the 
promises and rights which were granted to them in 
the Balfour declaration and in the Mandate. Nearly 
every day Jews were asked by the government to 
agree to greater compromises. The government was 
apparently certain that it would be easy to defeat the 
Jews and its “proposals” became worse from day 
to day. At first parity was suggested as the basis for 
the constitutional regime in Palestine. Later parity 
was withdrawn and the status of a minority was of- 
fered to the Jews. In the beginning it was proposed 
that Jewish immigration should continue for ten 
years and that their number should reach 40% dur- 
ing this period. Later this was reduced to 35% and 
finally to 333%. The negotiations with the Jewish 
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delegation were at first conducted on the basis of 
the Mandate. Afterward the British proposed the 
renunciation of the Mandate and the establishment 
of a Palestinian state. Can such a constant and system- 
atic retreat be characterized as an attempt to reach 
an agreement? 

As one of the members of the Jewish delegation 
I testify that the first paragraph of the “White Paper” 
gives a false and perverted impression of the London 
conference and that this false impression was fostered 
with the express aim of misleading Parliament as 
well as British and world public opinion. 


The National Home 


The. “White Paper” lists the obligations assumed 
toward the Jews but omits four items: (1) recogni- 
tion of the Hebrew language as one of the three 
official languages in Palestine, (2) recognition of 
the Jewish Agency as a body authorized to advise 
the Palestine government and to act together with 
it in all matters pertaining to the establishment of 
the National Home and the development of the 
country, (3) the historical bond of the Jewish people 
with Palestine and (4) the international recognition 
of the grounds for the reestablishment of the Jewish 
National Home in Palestine. 

These omissions were not accidental nor did they 
arise out of a desire for brevity but as a result of a 
definite intention to repudiate these obligations and 
the policies that must be enforced as a result of them. 

In its attempt to “clarify” the concepts of a national 
home, the “White Paper” ends up by doing away 
with it altogether. At first the Paper establishes that 
a national home does not imply a Jewish state; then 
they take the next step and decide that Palestine 
should be an Arab state. The self evident result is 
that a Jewish National Home implies a Jewish Ghetto 
in an Arab state. The “White Paper” naturally does 
not call a spade a spade. Instead of an Arab state, 
the country is to be transformed into a “Palestinian” 
state, but in this state the Jews are condemned to 
remain not more than one third of the population 
and even this one third is to be deprived of full civil 
rights. Their rights to settle in the country will be 
limited to a well defined pale to be decided on by 
the High Commissioner. The independent state—if 
the plans for independence will ever be carried out— 
in which the Arabs will have a two-thirds majority, 
cannot but be an Arab state since Jewish immigration 
is to cease even before independence is attained. 

“National Home,” according to the practical in- 
terpretation of the “White Paper,” implies half a 
million Jews without civil rights under Arab domi- 
nation. 

The Palestine State 

The “White Paper” declares: “His Majesty’s 
Government are unable at present to foresee 
the exact constitutional forms which the govern- 
ment in Palestine will eventually take, but their ob- 
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jective is self-government and they desire to see es- 
tablished ultimately an independent Palestine state. 
It should be a state in which the two peoples in Pales- 
tine, Arabs and Jews, share authority in government 
in such a way that the essential interests of each are 
secured.” 

The authors of the “White Paper” apparently for- 
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got what they said in a previous clause concerning 
the danger to the peace of the country as a result of 
vague expressions and of policies lacking in clarity. 
If lack of clarity is, according to the “White Paper,” 
a fundamental cause of the unrest and the animosity 
of the Arabs toward the Jews, then it was to be as- 
sumed that in defining a new policy vague phrases 
would be avoided. But all the vagueness which the 
authors of this paper ascribe to the Balfour Declara- 
tion and to the text of the mandate is clear as crystal 
when compared with the purposeful and intentional 
ambiguity of the new policy. 

Will an independent state really come into exist- 
ence? The “White Paper” outwardly answers this 
question in the affirmative: “The objective of His 
Majesty’s Government is establishment within ten 
years of an independent Palestine state in such treaty 
relations with the United Kingdom as will provide 
satisfactorily for the commercial and strategic require- 
ments of both countries in the future.” But a number 
of questions immediately arise. Just what will be con- 
sidered a satisfactory provision for the commercial and 
strategic requirements of Great Britain? What will 
happen if these requirements do not coincide with 
an independent Palestine? Will independence be 
given up? 

A second question, when the independent state 
will be established, is apparently answered clearly— 
in ten years. Ten years are ten years and definitely 
cannot be more than that. Lest anyone have any 
doubts on this score the end of Article 8 declares 
again that His Majesty's Government will do every- 
thing within its power to create conditions that will 
make possible the establishment of an independent 
Palestine in ten years. This repetition is in itself sur- 
prising and as one reads further grave doubts arise 
concerning the political arithmetic of the “White Pa- 
per.” The paper continues: “If at the end of ten years 
it appears to His Majesty’s Government that, con- 
trary to their hope, circumstances require postpone- 
ment of the establishment of an independent state, 
they will consult with the representatives of the peo- 
ple of Palestine, the Council of the League of Nations 
and neighboring Arab states before deciding on such 
postponement.” The Jewish Agency has, in the mean- 
time, disappeared, without the “White Paper” inform- 
ing us of it or explaining this disappearance on the 
basis of its “faithful” interpretation of the mandate. 
Instead of the Jewish Agency as a representative of 
the entire Jewish people, there suddenly appear Arab 
governments which have no status in Palestine—and 
all this is done “in good faith” and in compliance with 
the obligations of the mandate. But neither the inhab- 
itants of the country nor the League of Nations nor 
even the new partner—the neighboring Arab states 
—-shall decide on such postponement. His Majesty’s 
government reserves this right to itself. Isn’t this a 
wonderfully clear policy? 
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In all this vague confusion it is hard to find an 
answer to another question: What has all this talk 
to do with institutions of self-government? The 
Heads of Departments will not be elected by the in- 
habitants of Palestine. They will represent no one. 
They will be appointed by the government—the 
High Commissioner or his assistants. They will be 
“aided” by British advisers and controlled by the 
High Commissioner. Where then is the self govern- 
ment during the transition period? The authors of 
the new policy have refrained from answering this 
question. But they did not do so through forgetful- 
ness. The paper states: “H. M. Government makes no 
proposals at this stage regarding establishment of an 
elective legislature . . . should public opinion in 
Palestine hereafter show itself in favor of such a 
development, they will be prepared, provided that 
local conditions permit .. .” H. M. Government is 
thus not at all convinced that public opinion will 
favor an elective council and it assumes no obliga- 
tions to establish one at any definite time. It only 
promises to appoint Palestinian officials, as it did here- 
tofore, except that these will be called “Heads of 
Departments.” How then will the new regime differ 
form the present one from the point of view of self- 
government? 


Immigration 

If the chapter concerning the constitution is vague 
and may be interpreted in many ways, the chapter 
concerning immigration is clear and definite beyond 
any doubts. It may be summarized in one sentence: 
during the coming five years Jewish immigration shall 
continue until it increases the Jewish population to 
a third of the total population. According to the cal- 
culations of the authors of the “White Paper” an 
additional immigration of about 75,000 persons shall 
be allowed. “After the period of five years no further 
Jewish immigration will be permitted unless the 
Arabs of Palestine are prepared to acquiesce in it.” 

According to the mandate, the government has to 
consult the Jewish Agency, but the “White Paper” 
does not know of the existence of this representative 
of the Jewish people which is recognized in Article 
IV of the mandate. Instead, Arab representatives will 
be coopted to advise the High Commissioner. But 
the “White Paper” did not specify who would choose 
these representatives. According to the conception 
of self-government which pervades this document it 
may be assumed that the government will appoint 
these representatives, in the first years at least. The 
authors of the paper must have felt that the Jewish 
people will not acquiesce in this brutal decree and 
that in addition to the permissible immigrants there 
will be others coming into the country without the 
sanction of the government. It therefore categoric- 
ally declares: “H. M. Government are determined to 
check illegal immigration...” 


Thus will the government of Great Britain fulfill 
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its obligations toward the Jewish people. But one 
must bear in mind that it is a. generous government 
which will not overlook the Jewish plight. It there- 
fore adds a free gift and announces that in addition 
to the annual quota during the five years, “as a con- 
tribution toward the solution of the Jewish refugee 
problem, 25,000 refugees will be admitted as soon as 
the High Commissioner is satisfied . . .” 


The authors of the “White Paper” knew that the 
mandate obligated England to facilitate Jewish im- 
migration and they therefore add that the mandate 
nowhere ruled as to the number of Jewish immi- 
grants that are to be permitted to enter. Common 
sense would indicate that the mandate did not intend 
to limit Jewish immigration and that the government 
had no right to do so and was only instructed to facil- 
itate it, i. e. that it would not fulfill its obligations 
merely by permitting immigration but that it had to 
take action to aid it. This is also clear from Article 
II of the mandate which instructs the government to 
place the country under such political, administrative 
and economic conditions as would assure the estab- 
lishment of the Jewish National Home. 


In their attempt to find a more or less reasonable 
explanation for their stoppage of immigration, they 
had to look for justification outside of the mandate. 
They therefore quote the white paper of Churchill 
that was issued in 1922, before the mandate was 
granted. But that document merely established that 
it was necessary to assure that immigrants shall not 
become a burden on the inhabitants of Palestine and 
that they should not deprive the existing inhabitants 
of their livelihood. This only limitation ever imposed 
on Jewish immigration has been known as the prin- 
ciple of the economic absorptive-capacity. The coun- 
cil of the League of Nations, at the request of the 
British government, ruled in 1930 that Jewish immi- 
gration to Palestine shall be governed by this prin- 
ciple. In a letter of the Prime Minister to Dr. Weiz- 
mann in 1931 it was definitely stated that this prin- 
ciple shall be the only one according to which Jewish 
immigration shall be regulated. The authors of the 
“White Paper” could not ignore these documents but 
there is no limit to their ability to “interpret” them. 
They therefore declare that there is no hint that Jew- 
ish immigration must be facilitated forever. 


This tricky play on the concept of “eternity” has 
also been used in the chapter dealing with the future 
constitution of the country. But does not the prin- 
ciple of economic absorptive capacity answer the 
question of the endlessness of Jewish immigration? 
Or do the authors of this paper seriously believe that 
England will have the mandate over Palestine for- 
ever? 


They know very well that this is not the real 
reason and they therefore slowly introduce the poli- 
tical factor underlying the new policy. “Although it 
is not difficult to contend that a large number of the 
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Jewish immigrants who have been admitted so far 
have been absorbed economically, the fear of the 
Arabs that this influx will continue indefinitely until 
the Jewish population is in a position to dominate 
them has produced consequences which are extremely 
gtave...” 

This argument was also voiced at the conference 
in London, but when the government was asked: 
“What about the Jewish fear of Arab domination?” 
no answer was offered despite the declaration of the 
“White Paper” that the discussion was “full, free and 
frank.” 

And how did Arab fear exhibit itself? Did they 
flee the country? No! The number of Arabs n- 
creased during the period of Jewish immigration up 
to the economic capacity to an extent unequalled in 
any of the Arab countries. Not only that, but Arabs 
from the nearby countries enjoying “independence,” 
where there is no danger of a Jewish National Home, 
left their lands and settled in Palestine. What, then, 
were the manifestations of Arab fear? The “White 
Paper” answers this question: “the lamentable dis- 
turbances of the past three years. The methods em- 
ployed by Arab terrorists against fellow Arabs must 
also receive unqualified condemnation.” The authors 
of the paper deserve praise that at least in this matter 
they told the entire truth—that the terror was not 
directed solely against the Jews, but primarily against 
the other Arabs. But the authors of the paper should 
have asked themselves: If the terror is a manifesta- 
tion of Arab fear of the Jews, why was it applied 
against Arabs? Is it not more logical to find an 
answer to the practice of terror in the existence of a 
group which sought to dominate both Jews and 
Arabs in the country? Does not the British govern- 
ment know of the existence of forces outside of Pales- 
tine and outside of the Arab world—forces which are 
enemies of England no less than they are enemies of 
the Jews—that stand behind the prolonged disturb- 
ances in Palestine? 

“The disturbances have given a serious setback to 
economic progress, depleted the Palestine exchequer, 
rendered life.and property insecure...” wails the 
“White Paper.” But what a strange conclusion to 
draw from these facts. One might have expected that 
the logical conclusion would be to stamp out terror 
and to support the peace loving elements which are 
capable of developing the country and making life 
and property secure. Instead a prize was offered to 
the terrorists—the stoppage of Jewish immigration. 


Land Purchase 


The chapter dealing with land purchase is the 
shortest and contains only two articles. The chapter 
on immigration plunged a knife into the back of the 
Jewish people but the Jews of Palestine, at least, not 
as Jews, but as citizens of Palestine, were not affected. 
The short chapter dealing with land purchase not 
only deprives the one landless people in the world of 
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the right to settle in its “National Home”; it also 
places the Jews already in Palestine in the position of 
citizens without civil rights; it stigmatizes them as 
undesirables from whom the Arab citizens must be 
protected and rules that they should be hemmed in a 
definite area in the country and that even in this area 
their movements outside of the cities should be 
limited. 

The “White Paper” does not clearly indicate how 
this is to.be achieved but from our conversations in 
London we are well acquainted with the intentions 
of the government. In those conversations the gov- 
ernment informed us that it intends to divide the 
country into three zones for purposes of land pur- 
chase. The first zone will be altogether barred to 
Jewish land purchase; in the second zone this right 
will be limited in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Peel and Woodhead commissions; in the 
third zone land transfers will be free. 


The proposal to establish a territorial Ghetto for 
the Jewish citizens of Palestine is motivated in the 
“White Paper” by a pretended concern of His 
Majesty’s Government for the increasing Arab popu- 
lation and by an avowed desire to maintain the pre- 
sent standard of living of the Arab peasants. But is 
the standard of living of the Palestine Arabs lower 
than that of the Arabs in Transjordan where the pro- 
hibition against land transfers has been in effect for 
some time? Is it lower than that of Yemen, Iraq or 
even Egypt, countries which England invited to co- 
operate in the determination of the fate of Palestine? 
Do not the Near-Eastern Arab countries contain vast 
stretches of land, abundantly sufficient for all the 
Arabs living today and for their descendants? Can 
the British government deny the just and humane 
words of the Mandates Commission that “one must 
bear in mind that the suffering of the Jews and Arabs 
may not be compared, since immense stretches of 
land in the near East, once the home of an extensive 
population and the birthplace of a brilliant culture, 
are open to the Arabs while the doors of the world 
are becoming ever more tightly shut to the settlement 
of Jews?” 


The Arab delegates in London certainly did not 
come there to make Zionist propaganda. Neverthe- 
less they declared (Times, Feb. 11,39) that the cul- 
tivable area of Palestine is 7 million dunam while 
the entire area consists of 26 million dunam. From 


' the declaration of the Arab delegation it thus appears 


that there are 19 million dunam of land in Palestine 
that are not cultivated by Arabs and are incapable of 
being cultivated by them. The Arabs may certainly 
speak for themselves, and when they declare that 
they can do nothing with three quarters of Palestine, 
they may be trusted. But the Jews have proved, and. 
the government knows it, that land unfit to be cul- 
tivated by Arabs has been turned by them into fertile, 
flourishing farmland. 
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Will the standard of living of the Arab peasants 
be raised if the land will remain in its present desol- 
ation and areas that cannot be used by Arab farmers 
will also be denied to Jews? 

These questions were addressed to the British gov- 
ernment by the Jewish delegates to the London con- 
ference and no answer was obtained. The “White 
Paper” does not answer them either. 

It is not economic concern for the Arabs but poli- 
tical opposition to the Jews that lies at the foundation 
of the new policy both so far as immigration and land 
purchase are concerned. 


Jews and Arabs Betrayed 


The two chapters dealing with immigration and 
land are a decree of death to the growth of the Jewish 
National Home. This is actually the entire and clear 
content of the “White Paper.” If the Arab terrorists 
and their supporters wanted only this decree, then 
they have attained their wish. But if they had hoped 
for independence, this paper will disappoint their 
hopes. It is true that the chapter on the future consti- 
tution is full of declarations and promises of self- 
government and independence. But these are mere 
words lacking any clear compelling content. The 
Mufti’s prayer attained one half of its request: the 
mandatory government surrendered and robbed the 
Jews of that which was promised to them according 
to the mandate and the Balfour declaration but # 
completely refrained from assuming clear obligations 
concerning independence. It only promised positions 
to individual Arabs who will gain the favor of 
England. 

The Balfour declaration expressed sympathy with 
Zionist Jewish aspirations. The “White Paper” 
declared war on these aspirations. 

The mandate was given to England to aid in the 
establishment of a Jewish National Home. The 
“White Paper” attempts to destroy it. 

The mandate recognized the historical bond be- 
tween the Jewish people throughout the world and 
Palestine. The “White Paper” severs it. 

This betrayal is still not the approved policy of the 
English people. At present it is still a proposal of the 
government. The English people have not spoken 
yet. It is true that we live at a time when moral 
values have dropped on the political exchange. But 
it is a mistake to think that world conscience is com- 
pletely atrophied. The very sanctimoniousness of the 
“White Paper” indicates that it is still necessary to 
“justify” and to explain the betrayal by moral and 
legal reasons before world and British public opinion. 
But conscience is now not easily aroused. It depends 
on the Jewish people, and the Jewish community in 
Palestine in particular, whether it will know how to 
oppose this treason with its entire strength, not with 
words but with deeds that will express its hopes and 
achievements, its honor and its suffering. 


(Jerusalem, May 18, 1939) 
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Memorandum on the Legal Aspects of the Statement of 
British Policy in Palestine 


1. At the recent Palestine Con- 
ferences in London the Jewish and 
Arab Delegations respectively were 
invited to express their views on cer- 
tain suggestions laid before them by 
His Majesty’s Government. After the 
conclusion of the Conferences, con- 
sultations took place between His 
Majesty's Government and represen- 
tatives of Arab interests, and His 
Majesty's Government have now an- 
nounced their intentions in a White 
Paper,* which supersedes the State- 
ment of Policy of July 1937 °* and sub- 
stitutes proposals of an entirely differ- 
ent order. The object of this memo- 
randum is to examine these proposals 
in the light of the Palestine Mandate, 
it being assumed that there will be no 
dissent from the proposition that 
the Mandatory Power, having been 
entrusted with the administration of 
Palestine on behalf of the League of 
Nations,* is authorized to take such 
measures, and such measures only, as 


can be shown to be consistent with 
the Mandate according to its true in- 
tent and purpose. Since the Mandate 
incorporates the Balfour Declaration, 
the Declaration must also be taken 
into account. 

2. The question to be considered 
is whether the proposals now made 
are consistent with the terms upon 
which His Majesty's Government un- 
dertook to administer Palestine on 
behalf of the League. As between 
His Majesty’s Government and the 
League, nothing can turn on any un- 
dertakings given by His Majesty's 
Government to third parties without 
the knowledge of the League and not 
disclosed to it before the Mandate 
was confirmed. Having stated that 
promises touching Palestine were 
made by His Majesty's Government 
during the World War to the Arabs 
as well as to the Jews,* Mr. Mac- 
Donald went on to make it clear that 
he was not speaking of the McMahon 


Correspondence, which was once more 
declared to have no application to 
Palestine, but of a message conveyed 
in January 1918 by Commander Ho- 
garth, on behalf of His Majesty’s 
Government, to the Sharif of Mecca.° 
Since there is no suggestion in Mr. 
MacDonald’s speech that there were 
any other assurances to the Arabs 
worth mentioning in this connection, 
it seems clear that in speaking in gen- 
eral terms of “the assurances which 
have been given to the Arab people 
in the past”, the White Paper must 
in fact be referring to Commander 


* Cmd. 6019. 

* Cmd. 5513. 

* See Preamble to Mandate: “Whereas 
His Britannic Majesty’s Government has 
accepted the Mandate in respect of Pales- 
tine and undertaken to exercise it on behalf 
of the League of Nations in conformity 
with the following provisions . . .” 

“ House of Commons, May 22, 1939, 
Official Report, Co. 1948. 

5 1b., col. 1951. The text of the Hogarth 
Message is printed in Cmd. 5964, where 
the date is given as January 4, 1918. 





NEW YEAR’S GREETINGS 


BEGUN—Dr. and Mrs. Sol S. Begun and 
family, 1659 Lexington Ave., wish their 
friends and relatives a very happy and 
joyous New Year. 





BRILL—Mr. and Mrs. Morris Brill and 
son, 200 W. 86th St., extend to their rela- 
tives and friends their sincerest wishes 
for a healthy, peaceful and prosperous 
New Year. 





DASHEFSKY—Mr. and Mrs. N. Dashef- 
sky, 1560 Grand Concourse, N. Y., ex- 
tend sincerest good wishes for the New 
Year to all relatives and friends. 





FISCHEL—Mr. and Mrs. Harry Fischel of 
910 Park Ave., extend to their friends 
and relatives best wishes for a happy, 
healthy and prosperous New Year. 





GARGILL—Dr. and Mrs. S. L. Gargill, 
474 Beacon St., Boston, Mass., extend to 
their relatives and friends best wishes for 
a very happy, healthy and prosperous 
New Year. 





GEVIRTZ—Mr. and Mrs. Abraham Gev- 
irtz and family, 12 Dolma Road, Scars- 
dale, N. Y., wish their relatives and 
friends a joyous and prosperous New 
Year. 





HELD—Dr. and Mrs. |. W. Held, 1136 
Fifth Ave., extend best wishes for a 
happy and prosperous New Year to their 
many friends and relatives. 





HATEL LEVITT, FALLSBURG, N. Y.— 
Levitt and Becker family extend to all 
friends and patrons best wishes for a 
happy and prosperous New Year. 


LEFF—Mr. and Mrs. Carl Leff, 115 Cen- 

tral Park West, wish all their relatives 

= friends a happy and prosperous New 
ear. 





LEVIT—Mr. and Mrs. M. Levit, 1127 Den- 
ver Blvd., San Antonio, Texas, extend sin- 
cerest good wishes for the New Year to 
all relatives and friends. 





HOME AND HOSPITAL OF THE 
DAUGHTERS OF JACOB, [67th St., 
Teller and Findlay Aves., Bronx—Our 600 
aged and chronically ill guests join us in 
extending joyous greetings to our mem- 
bers, friends and supporters—Mrs. Dora 
M. Shapiro, Pres.; Herbert A. Seltzer, 
Exec. Dir. 





MARGOLIS—Mr. and Mrs. Moe Mar- 
golis, 1928 E. 26th St., Brooklyn, N. Y., 
extend best wishes for a very happy and 
prosperous New Year to all their relatives 


and friends. 





JEWISH HOME FOR CONVALESCENTS 
—Grand View on-the-Hudson, New York 
(City Office, 215 2nd Ave.) The Officers 
and Directors extend to their members 
and friends their very best wishes for the 
New Year. Isaac Lippman, President. 





MINSKOFF—Mr. and Mrs. Sam Minskoff 
and family, 112 Central Park South, ex- 
tend to their relatives and friends best 
wishes for a very happy, healthy and 
prosperous New Year. 





KESTENBAUM—Mr. and Mrs. J. Kesten- 
baum and family, 911 E. 9th St., Brooklyn, 
extend their best wishes for a Happy and 
Prosperous New Year to all relatives and 
friends. 





KRAMER—Mr. and Mrs. Samuel Kramer 
of N. Y. C., extend their best wishes for 
a happy and prosperous New Year to all 
relatives and friends. 








NEW YORK FUR DYEING CORP., 60 
Van Dam Street, Brooklyn, N. Y., greet 
their friends and patrons with all good 
wish for the New Year. 





PICCINI—Antonion Piccini Co. 25 Clin- 
ton Ave., Brooklyn, N. Y., greet their 
friends and patrons with all good wishes 
for the New Year. 

(Continued on Page 68) 
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Hogarth’s message. 

3. The construction now placed by 
His Majesty’s Government upon the 
contents of the Hogarth Message may 
require to be borne in mind in 
interpreting the new proposals as they 
affect the Jews. But in considering 
whether these proposals are consistent 
with the terms on which His Majesty's 
Government were entrusted with the 
Mandate, the Hogarth Message, what- 
ever construction His Majesty's Gov- 
ernment may think fit to put upon it, 
can clearly not be invoked as embody- 
ing obligations towards the Arabs. 
Unlike the Balfour Declaration, to 
which His Majesty’s Government were 
at pains to give immediate publicity 
throughout the world, the Hogarth 
Message played no part whatever in 
the international discussions regard- 
ing the future of Palestine which took 
place after the close of the War. It 
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was not until the message was exca- 
vated after the lapse of twenty years 
that it first occurred to His Majesty’s 
Government to mention it in rela- 
tion to the shaping of British policy 
in Palestine. Even now, His Majesty’s 
Government seem themselves to be 
doubtful as to what significance is 
really to be attached to the message, 
for, in replying to a question on the 
subject in the course of the recent de- 
bate in the House of Commons, Sir 
Thomas Inskip, speaking for the Gov- 
ernment, observed that “it [the Ho- 
garth message] is not of sufficient im- 
portance for my Rt. Hon. Friend and 
myself to spend much time on it.”* 
How deep an impression was made by 
“this solemn pledge to the Arabs” 
upon the minds of the Arabs them- 
selves, may be judged from the fact 
that not the slightest allusion is made 
to it by the Palestine Arab Delegation 
in presenting its case to His Majesty's 
Government in the lengthy com- 
munications reproduced in the White 
Paper of 1922.° It seems clear that 
the Delegation had never heard of 
the Hogarth message. What is more 
important for the present purpose is 
that neither had the League of Nations 
ever heard of it. The League Coun- 
cil confirmed the Mandate without 
being given the slightest reason to 
suppose that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment considered themselves to be 
under obligations towards the Arabs 
other than and in excess of those con- 
tained either in the Mandate itself or 
in the authoritative’ Statement of Brit- 
ish Policy in Palestine’ communi- 
cated to the League of Nations imme- 
diately before the Mandate was con- 
firmed. Hence, for the purpose of 
determining whether the new pro- 
posals are consistent with the Man- 
date, the reference in the White Paper 
to the “assurances which have been 
given to the Arab people” (meaning, 
as would now appear, assurances given 
to them without the knowledge either 
of the Jews or of the League of Na- 
tions) as distinct from His Majesty's 
Government's “obligations to the 
Arabs under the Mandate,” is either 
irrelevant or superfluous. If it is 
suggested that the “assurances” add 
something not contained in the ob- 
ligations, they can have no effect as 
between His Majesty’s Government 
as Mandatory and the League as the 
body on whose behalf the Mandate 
is exercised. If this is not suggested, 
the position is the same as though 
the “assurances” had not been men- 
tioned. 


* House of Commons, May 23rd, 1939, 
Official Report, Col. 2194. 

® Cmd. 1700. 

® See Cmd. 1708. 
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Mr. and Mrs. Samuel Marke- 
wich and family, 161 West 86th 
Street, New York City, extend 
sincerest good wishes for the 
New York to all relatives and 


friends. 




















4. Before the new proposals are 
more closely approached, it will be 
convenient at this stage to draw at- 
tention to a passage in the White 
Paper which might, if left without 
comment, give rise to misunderstand- 
ing. In the opening sentences of Part 
I of the White Paper, which deals 
with constitutional questions, His 
Majesty’s Government state that 


“they do not wish to contest the 
view, which was expressed by the 
Royal Commission, that the Zion- 
ist leaders at the time of the issue 
of the Balfour Declaration, recog- 
nized that an ultimate Jewish State 
was not precluded by the terms of 
the Declaration.” * 


By what can only be an oversight, 
the White Paper omits to make it 
clear that it was not only the Zionist 
leaders who, in the view of the Royal 
Commission, “recognized” that a Jew- 
ish State was “not precluded.” The 
reference in the White Paper is to a 
passage at pages 24-25 of the Peel 
Report.” The Royal Commission 
first quote Mr. Lloyd George, whose 
evidence is reproduced as follows: 


“The idea was, and this was the 
interpretation put upon it at the 
time, that a Jewish State was not 
to be set up immediately by the 
Peace Treaty, without reference to 
the wishes of the majority of the 
inhabitants. On the other hand, 
it was contemplated that, when the 
time arrived for according repre- 
sentative institutions to Palestine, 
if the Jews had meanwhile re- 
sponded to the opportunity afforded 
them by the idea of a national home 
and had become a definite majority 
of the inhabitants, then Palestine 
would thus become a Jewish com- 
monwealth.” 


The Report then proceeds:— 


“His Majesty's Government evi- 
dently realized that a Jewish State 
might in course of time be estab- 
lished, but it was not in a position 
to say that this would happen, still 
less to bring it about of its own 
motion. The Zionist leaders for 
their part recognized that an ulti- 
mate Jewish State was not pre- 
cluded by the terms of the Declara- 
tion, and so it was understood else- 
where. ‘I am persuaded,’ said Presi- 
dent Wilson on the 3rd March, 
1919, ‘that the Allied Nations, with 
the fullest concurrence of our own 
Government and people, are agreed 
that in Palestine shall be laid the 
foundations of a Jewish Common- 
wealth.’” 


1 Cmd. 6019, para. 4, page 3. 
2 Cmd. 5479, Chapter II, paras. 20-21. 
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Then follow references to speeches or 
writings in the same strain by Gen- 
eral Smuts, Lord Cecil, Lord Samuel 
and Mr. Winston Churchill. It will 
be seen that the authors of the White 
Paper have inadvertently omitted to 
notice that the reference in the Peel 
Report to the Zionist leaders is both 
preceded and followed by references 
to eminent British and other states- 
men to whom substantially the same 
views are attributed. It may be added 
that, as to Lord Balfour, Lord Harlech, ° 
addressing the Permanent Mandates 
Commission as Accredited British 
Representative in 1937, stated that 
“the establishment of an independent 
sovereign Jewish State . . . certainly 
was the conception in Lord Balfour's 
mind—it was challenged by others 
at the time—and the Balfour Declara- 
tion was the reflection of that con- 
ception so. far as it could then be 
carried.” * 

5. By what appears to be a simi- 
lar oversight, the White Paper states 
that a passage which it quotes from 
the 1922 Statement of Policy “might 
be held” to imply that Palestine was 
not to be converted into a Jewish 
State, but omits to add that, referring 
to the definition of the Jewish Na- 





* Then Mr. Ormsby-Gore. 
* XXXII P. M. C., p. 180. 
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tional Home in the same Statement 
of Policy—a definition emphatically 
described in the White Paper * as “au- 
thoritative and comprehensive’—the 
Royal Commission remarks* that 
“there is nothing in it to prohibit the 
ultimate establishment of a Jewish 
State, and Mr. Churchill’ has told us 
in evidence that no such prohibition 
was intended.” 


6. His Majesty's Government are 
at pains to make it clear that what- 
ever may have been contemplated by 
Mr. Lloyd George or Lord Balfour in 
1917 or by Mr. Churchill in 1922, 
they would regard themselves as un- 
faithful to their obligations toward 
the Arabs under the Mandate if they 
allowed Palestine to become a Jewish 
State. The emphasis with which they 
repudiate that conception suggests 
that they are under the impression 
that, if the Jewish State can once be 
got out of the way, the road is clear 
for their own proposals. This ap- 
pears to involve a complete non 
sequitur. The same may be said of the 
contention that Palestine ought not to 
be kept “for ever under mandatory 
tutelage,” and the similar contention 
advanced with reference to immigra- 
tion, that the Mandate cannot be sup- 
posed to require that Jewish immi- 
gration shall be “allowed to continue 
indefinitely.” It is not the case— 
and His Majesty’s Government do not 
seriously attempt to show that it is— 
that either Jewish immigration must 
continue “indefinitely”, or it must be 
restricted for five years to an annual 
average of not more (and possibly 
less) than 15,000, and then, in effect, 
be brought to an end. It is not the 
case that, if Palestine is not to be- 
come a Jewish State, either the Man- 
date must go on “for ever,” or an un- 
divided Palestine must -be made into 
an independent State with a guar- 
anteed Arab majority of at least two 
to one. By selecting certain alterna- 
tives for rejection, His Majesty's Gov- 
ernment do not make it superfluous 
to enquire whether their own policy 
is consistent with their mandatory ob- 
ligations. That policy requires to be 
justified on its merits, and the test to 
be applied is whether it is calculated 
to give effect to the true intent and 
purpose of the Mandate which His 
Majesty’s Government have under- 
taken to carry out both in the letter 
and in the spirit. The Palestine Royal 
Commission affirms in its Report that 
“unquestionably the primary purpose 


® Cmd. 6019, para. 6, page 4. 

* Cmd. 5479, Chapter II, paras. 38-39, 
pp. 32-33. 

7 Mr. Churchill was Secretary of State 
for the Colonies at the time of the publica- 
tion of the 1922 Statement of Policy. 

mm Cmd. 5479, Chapter II, para. 42, page 





of the Mandate, as expressed in its 
premable and its Articles, is to pro- 
mote the establishment of the Jewish 
National Home.”* That preamble 
and those Articles were framed by the 
British Government itself. Unless the 
unanimous view of the Royal Com- 
mission is to be brushed aside, there 
can be no doubt as to the footing on 
which the Mandate was accepted by 
Great Britain. The question is, then, 
whether the proposals now made are 
consistent with the provisions of the 
Mandate, fairly construed in the light 
of their primary purpose as authori- 
tatively defined. 

7. It will be convenient to begin 
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with the proposals relating to immi- 
gration, since the arbitrary restriction 
of Jewish immigration, and its sub- 
sequent suppression unless sanctioned 
by the Arabs, are indispensable pre- 
liminaries to the object ultimately in 
view, viz:—the creation of an inde- 
pendent State in which the Arabs will 
be permanently assured by preponder- 
ance. It may be observed in passing 
that, while the Arabs are intended to 
be guaranteed, in any event, a major- 
ity of two to one, the immigration 
restrictions are so devised that their 
preponderance may be still greater. 
On the one hand, there is no certainty 
that Jewish immigration will even be 
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allowed to reach the prescribed maxi- 
mum of 75,000 for the five years pe- 
riod leading up to the coming into 
force of the Arab veto. As to 50,000 
of the 75,000 admission will be 
granted or refused according to the 
economic absorptive capacity of the 
country at the time, as it may hap- 
pen to be estimated by the High Com- 
missioner, who is to be assisted in 
coming to a decision by Arab as well 
as Jewish representatives, and who 
will, moreover, be in a position to 
reduce the absorptive capacity by the 
exercise of his discretionary powers 
with regard to the acquisition of 
land. As to the 25,000 refugees, 
making up the balance of the 75,000, 
it will rest with the High Commis- 


- sioner to decide, with the assistance 


of his advisers, who will include, as 
time goes on, an increasing propor- 
tion of Arabs, whether adequate main- 
tenance can be considered to be 
ensured, it being only to the extent to 
which that question is answered in 
the affirmative that the refugees will 
be admissible. On the other hand, 
the mumerus clausus to be enforced 
against Jews during the five years pe- 
riod will have no application to Arabs, 
nor will there be anything to prevent 
Arabs from outside from being ad- 
mitted to fill, in their entirety, what- 
ever openings for immigrant labor 
may arise after Jewish immigration 
has become subject to Arab veto. It 
follows that the Arabs may well have, 
in the end, a preponderance consider- 
ably exceeding their guaranteed 
majority of two to one. 


8. This being the effect of the pro- 
posals, the question to be answered 
is whether they can fairly be held to 
be consistent with the Mandate, due 
regard being had to its “primary pur- 
pose” * viz:—to promote the establish- 
ment of the Jewish National Home,— 
to the Royal Commission’s finding 
(from which His Majesty's Govern- 
ment has indicated no dissent) that 
“Jewish immigration is not merely 
sanctioned, but required, by solemn 
international agreement,’—* and to 
the British Government's assertion in 
1922 that the immigration of Jews is 
among the “integral and indispens- 
able factors in the execution of the 
charge laid upon the mandatory of 
establishing in Palestine a national 
home for the Jewish people;”® it will 
be observed that it is not said that the 
stoppage of Jewish immigration is, 
or may become, an integral and indis- 
pensable factor in the charge laid 
upon the Mandatory of converting 
Palestine into a predominantly Arab 
independent State. In considering 
whether the present proposals can be 
reconciled with the Mandate, there 
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are three distinct points to be dis- 
cussed, viz:— 

(1) Discrimination against Jew- 
ish as distinct from other immigra- 
tion; the restrictions described in 
paragraph 14 of the White Paper 
being expressly stated to relate to 
Jewish immigration.’ 

(2) The arbitrary restriction of 
immigration during the five year 
period. 

(3) The emergence of an Arab 
veto at the close of that period. 
9. Article 15 of the Mandate re- 

quires that no person shall be ex- 
cluded from Palestine on the sole 
ground of his religious belief. It 
can never have occured to the fram- 
ers of the Mandate that a person 
might be sought to be excluded from 
Palestine on the sole ground that he 
was a Jew. Such, however, would 
be the effect of the present proposals 
in any case in which admission was 
refused to a Jew as such, on the 
ground that the Jewish quota was 
exhausted, or, after the five years’ pe- 
riod, by reason of the Arab veto. Let 
it be supposed, for example, that after 
the close of the five years’ period, an 
individual possessing ample means de- 
sires to settle in Palestine. The ques- 
tion will immediately arise whether 
he is a Jew. How that question is 
to be decided is not clear. It can 
plainly not be decided by reference 
to the applicant’s religious belief, for 
if it depended upon his religious be- 
lief whether the Arab veto was ap- 
plicable or not, it would be difficult 
to reconcile the proceedings with 
Article 15 of the Mandate, which re- 
quires that no person shall be ex- 
cluded from Palestine on the sole 
ground of his religious belief. It will, 
therefore, be necessary to decide 
whether the applicant is to be classi- 
fied as a Jew otherwise than by ref- 
erence to his religious belief—a ques- 
tion on which the authorities admin- 
istering the immigration laws (who 
may by this time be Arab authorities) 
will have the guidance of well-known 
contemporary precedents. If the ap- 
plicant is held to be a Jew, his ad- 
mission will only be permissible if it 
is found that “the Arabs” are “pre- 
pared to acquiesce.” If, on the other 
hand, he is held not to be a Jew, the 
Arab veto will not affect him, and the 
ordinary regulations will apply. An 
immigration law which, both during 
and after the five years’ period, will 
impose restrictions upon Jews as such 
may or may not be capable of being 
framed without violating the letter 


® See Report of the Royal Commission, 
cited above, p. 7. 

1 [bid., Chapter IV, para. 76, p. 147. 

2 Cmd. 1708, p. 4. 

® Cmd. 6019, para. 14(1) and (3), pp. 
10-11. 
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of the Mandate, but will, in any case, 
be clearly inconsistent with its spirit. 
Jewish immigration is singled out in 
Article 6 of the Mandate as the immi- 
gration to be facilitated. It-is now 
proposed to be singled out as the 
immigration to be subjected to special 
restrictions, and eventually to an 
Arab veto, from which immigration 
of other types is apparently to be 
exempt. 


10. The discrimination aggravates 
the offense and accentuates the indig- 
nity. But even if formal discrimina- 
tion were avoided, the proposals, con- 
sidered by reference to their real pur- 
pose and substantial effect, would re- 
main irreconcilable either with the 
spirit or—on a fair construction—the 
letter of the Mandate. Reasons will 
be given in due course for the view, 
supported by high authority, that, if 
the Mandate be fairly construed, in 
the light of all the relevant circum- 
stances, the only principle on which 
immigration can properly be regulated 
will be found to be that of economic 
absorptive capacity, or, in other 
words, that immigrants ought to be 
admitted up to, though not beyond, 
the economic capacity of the country 
to absorb them. But the proposals 
now made go far beyond the repudia- 
tion of that principle. Not only is 
its application to be qualified during 
the next five years by the introduction 
of a fixed upper limit, but, once that 
period has expired, it is to have no 
application at all, political and not 
economic considerations being thence- 
forth required to be treated as having 
decisive and exclusive weight. More 
than that, on the expiration of the 
five years’ period, no further discre- 
tion is to be exercised by the Man- 
datory authorities, but it is thence- 
forth to be left to the Arab section 
of the population to decide for itself 
whether its “rights and position” 
would be “prejudiced” by further 
Jewish immigration, and, if so, to 
veto it. These arrangements are to 
take effect halfway through the ten 
years’ period provisionally fixed by 
the White Paper for the continuance 
of the Mandate. The Mandate will, 
therefore, still be in force, and with 
it the provisions of Article 6. The 
question which arises is, then, whether 
such arrangements as have just been 
described can be said to represent a 
bona fide compliance with those pro- 
visions. In construing Article 6, due 
weight must be given to the distinc- 
tion drawn in the terminology of the 
Mandate between the Mandatory and 
the Administration of Palestine—a 
distinction well brought out by Article 
15, and further illustrated by other 
Articles, as for example, Article 11. 
The choice of words is not fortuitous. 
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Mr. and Mrs. L. Rimsky, 415 
Central Park West, New York 
City, extend best wishes for a 
very happy and _ prosperous 
New Year to all their relatives 


and friends. 




















The scheme of the Mandate is to pro- 
pound the main principles in terms 
of injunctions to the Mandatory, 
while assigning certain specific duties 
to the Administration of Palestine. 
The duty imposed upon the Admin- 
istration by Article 6 must therefore 
be taken to be a duty imposed upon 
it for the purpose of enabling the 
Mandatory to carry out the main ob- 
jects of the Mandate, as defined in 
Article 2, and further indicated in 
the Preamble. It is to be noted that 
the provisions of Article 6 do im- 
pose a duty. They do not merely 
authorize the Administration to per- 
mit immigration; they require the 
Administration to facilitate it. The 
duty is an active duty—it constitutes, 
as it was put by His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment in 1931‘ a “positive obliga- 
tion,” and such it remains so long 
as the Mandate is in force. In carry- 
ing out that obligation, the Admin- 
istration is at the same time to ensure 
that the “rights and position” of 
“other sections of the population” are 
not prejudiced, but on no -reasonable 
construction of Article 6, looking at 
it, as it must be looked at, in the 
light of the Mandate as a whole, can 
this be taken to authorize—much less 
require—the Administration to bring 
immigration to an end on the sole 
ground that “other sections of the 
population” are opposed to it. The 
duty thus imposed upon the Admin- 
istration is not one which can prop- 
erly be discharged by the announce- 
ment of a decision to take the orders 
of the Arabs as to the extent (if 
any) to which immigration is to be 
permitted after a fixed future date. 
To say that, the Mandate being ex 
hypothesi still in force, this repre- 
sents a bona fide compliance with the 
requirements of Article 6 giving full 
weight to its true intent and purpose, 
amounts to saying that there is no 
real difference between facilitating 
immigration and putting a stop to it. 
Much has been made in various state- 
ments of what has been described as 
the double undertaking contained in 
the Mandate—the two sets of obliga- 
tions which, it is customary to em- 
phasize, are of equal weight. It 
might have been thought that an 
example of what is meant is to be 
found in Article 6, which couples a 
positive obligation to the Jews with 
a qualifying proviso for the benefit 
of “other sections of the population.” 
If there is any substance in the doc- 
trine of equal weight, it is not clear 
why it should be supposed that, once 
another five years have elapsed, Article 
6 of the Mandate, which will still be 
in force, can be applied on the foot- 
ing that the undertaking to the Jews 
need be given no weight at all. 
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11. The views expressed above are 
not without authoritative support. In 
a Statement of Policy on Palestine* 
published in 1930, the British Gov- 
ernment then in office proposed re- 
strictions on immigration which, 
though severe, fel) far short of those 
foreshadowed in the recent White 
Paper. On that occasion, English 
lawyers of the highest eminence° ex- 
pressed the considered opinion that 
those restrictions “clearly involve the 
prohibition—or, as the White Paper 
calls it, the ‘suspension’—of all that 
Jewish immigration and settlement 
which Article 6 of the Mandate ex- 
pressly directs the Mandatory to facil- 
itate and encourage.” Their conclu- 
sion was that “the White Paper’ ap- 
pears to us to involve a departure 
from the obligations of the Mandate.” 
If this is their view of the White 
Paper of 1930, it is not difficult to 
infer what their comments would 
have been if the proposals before 
them had been those now announced. 

12. The contentions advanced by 
His Majesty's Government in justi- 
fication of their immigration policy * 
may at this point be considered in 
their bearing on the question of the 
Arab veto. After quoting Article 6 
of the Mandate, His Majesty's Gov- 
ernment proceed to point out that 
“beyond this, the extent to which 
Jewish immigration into Palestine is 
to be permitted is nowhere defined in 
the Mandate. But general as are the 
terms in which Article 6 is expressed, 
on one point it is clear—Jewish immi- 
gration is to be ‘facilitated.’ Be- 
cause the scale on which Jewish im- 
migrants are in practice to be intro- 
duced is not precisely indicated, it is 
clearly not arguable that, that being 
so, the Mandatory is under no obliga- 
tion to admit any immigrants at all, 
and, far from facilitating Jewish im- 
migration, is free to prohibit it. Next 
comes a reference to the test of eco- 
nomic absorptive capacity, on which 
the White Paper observes that “His 
Majesty’s Government do not read 
either Statement of Policy of 1922 or 
the letter of 1931 as implying that 
the Mandate requires them, for all 
time and in all circumstances, to 
facilitate the immigration of Jews 
into Palestine subject only to con- 
sideration of the country’s economic 
absorptive capacity.” What is, how- 
ever, required to be shown, in order 


* Mr. Ramsay MacDonald’s letter to Dr. 
Weizmann, Feb. 13, 1931, paragraph 7, 
printed in Hansard, February 13, 1931, 
Vol. 248, cols. 751-757. 

5 Cmd. 3692. 

® See letter from Lord Hailsham and Sir 
John Simon, The Times, November 4, 1930. 

7 4.e., The White Paper of 1930. 

® See Paragraph 12 of the White Paper, 
Cmd. 6019, pp. 8-9. 
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to justify the Arab veto, is that the 
Mandate does entitle His Majesty's 
Government to lay it down that after 
the lapse of another five years Jew- 
ish immigration shall “for all time 
and in all circumstances” be pro- 
hibited, subject only to any wishes 
to the contrary which may be ex- 
pressed by the Arabs. Next follows 
a rejection of the view that the estab- 
lishment of a Jewish National Home 
cannot be effected unless Jewish im- 
migration is allowed to continue “in- 
definitely”. On this it may be ob- 
served that the question now at issue 
is not whether Jewish immigration 
must continue indefinitely, but 
whether, so long as the Mandate is in 
force, His Majesty's Government are 
free to disregard the injunction that 
Jewish immigration shall be facili- 
tated. Finally, His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment draw attention to the conse- 
quences which, in their opinion, will 
follow if “immigration is continued 
up to the economic absorptive capac- 
ity of the country, regardless of all 
other consideration.” If this is in- 
tended as a justification of the Arab 
veto, it is left to be inferred, but no 
attempt is made to demonstrate, that 
either Jewish immigration must be 
kept up to the full limits of economic 
absorptive capacity, regardless of all 
other considerations, or else that, re- 
gardless of all other considerations, an 
Arab demand for the total cessation of 
Jewish immigration must, so long as 
it is maintained, be regarded as con- 
clusive. 

13. It remains to mention certain 
points, which, though not raised in 
the White Paper itself, played a 
prominent part in its exposition by 
the Secretary and Under-Secretary of 
State for the Colonies in the House 
of Commons and the House of Lords 
respectively. It was urged by Mr. 
MacDonald® that a continuance of 
Jewish immigration beyond the limit 
now proposed to be set would prej- 
udice the “rights and position of 
other sections of the population” with- 
in the meaning of Article 6 of the 
Mandate. In construing Article 6 due 
weight must be given to the fact that 
it speaks not of the Arabs or of the 
non-Jewish inhabitants collectively, 
but of “other sections of the popula- 
tion” in the plural. The choice of 
words can hardly have been fortuitous 
and suggests that the draftsman was 
thinking of separate groups of the 
population rather than of the Arabs 
as a whole. Those who framed the 
1922 Statement of Policy’ had the 
draft Mandate before them, and it may 
reasonably be conjectured that the 
words “other sections of the popula- 
tion” are reflected in the language of 
that Statement in laying it down that 


the immigrants are not “to deprive 
any section of the present population 
of their employment.” Be that as it 
may, Mr. MacDonald did not clearly 
explain what “rights” were considered 
to be involved. Even if the reference 
be assumed to be to the Arab popula- 
tion as a whole, its “rights” could 
hardly be said to include the right to 
retain a crushing numerical prepond- 
erance—still less, when the context 
is considered, the right to decide for 
itself whether Jewish immigrants 
should be admitted or not. The point 
may be made that it is a question not 
only of “rights” but of “position.” 
But the word “position” fairly con- 
strued in its context, cannot bear the 
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weight which must be put upon it if 
it is to yield the desired result. In 
the French text of Article 6 the word 
“position” appears as “situation”, and 
in ordinary usage the French word 
“situation” connotes financial or eco- 
nomic position. That “position” is to 
be interpreted in an economic sense 
is suggested by the relevant passages 
in the Statement of Policy of 1922, 
which, without indicating any other 
tests, explains that “immigration can- 
not be so great in volume as to 
exceed whatever may be the economic 
capacity of the country to absorb new 

® House of Commons, May 22, 1939, 


Official Report, Col. 1955. 
2 Cmd. 1700. 
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PRICE—Mr. and Mrs. Victor Price of 
1204 Seagirt Ave., Far Rockaway, N. Y., 
wish their relatives and friends a happy 
New Year. 





ROTHMAN — Mr. and Mrs. Isadore 
Rothman, 50 Fifth Ave., New York City, 
extend to their relatives and friends best 
wishes for a very happy, healthy and 
prosperous New Year. 





RUBINSTEIN—Mr. and Mrs. H. Rubin- 
stein, 734 Ocean Ave., Brooklyn, N. Y., 
extend to their relatives and friends best 
wishes for a very happy, healthy and 
prosperous New Year. 





ROMAN TEXTILE CORP., 275 Grand 
Street, N. Y. C., greet their friends and 
patrons with all good wishes for the New 
Year. 





SEMEL—Mr. and Mrs. Bernard Semel 
and their family, 562 West End Ave., ex- 
tend to their relatives and friends their 
heartiest wishes for the New Year. 
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arrivals,” and that “it is essential to 
ensure that the immigrants should 
not be a burden on the people of 
Palestine as a whole, and that they 
should not deprive any section of the 
present population of their employ- 
ment.” The passages in the White 
Paper relating to immigration, which 
must clearly have been drafted in 
the light of and with reference to 
the provisions of the Mandate, sup- 
port the view that it is the economic 
position of “other sections of the 
population” which is referred to in 
Article 6. There is, indeed, in an- 
other part of the 1922 Statement of 
Policy an assurance to the Arabs that 
His Majesty's Government have never 
contemplated “the disappearance or 
the subordination of the Arabic popu- 
lation, language or culture in Pale- 
stine”, nor do they contemplate “that 
Palestine as a whole should be con- 
verted into a Jewish National Home.” * 
But the very fact that assurances in 
these terms were so specifically given 
in 1922 is of itself a reason against 
reading into Article 6 of the Man- 
date assurances of a different and 
much more sweeping character. In 
the 1922 Statement of Policy, His 
Majesty's Government were publicly 
declaring their intentions on the eve 
of the confirmation of the Mandate. 
If it was part of their duties under 
the Mandate as they understood it, 
to guarantee the Arabs not only 
equality of status, but a heavy and 
perpetual preponderance in numbers, 
the language they selected was singu- 
larly inadequate to convey this con- 
ception. It was made particularly in- 
cumbent upon them to keep nothing 
back because, in order “to remove any 
misunderstandings that may have 
arisen,” * they invited the Zionist Or- 
ganization to intimate its acceptance 
of the policy set forth in the State- 
ment. It is inconceivable that they 
would have done so with the knowl- 
edge that its silence on a point of 
the highest importance made it in- 
complete and misleading. 


14. There is another line of argu- 
ment which, though not mentioned 
in the White Paper itself, was favored 
by the Government spokesmen in 
Parliament. Article 6 of the Man- 
date requires the Administration of 
Palestine, while ensuring that the 
rights and position of other sections 
of the population are not prejudiced, 
to “facilitate Jewish immigration 
under suitable conditions.” From the 
words “under suitable conditions” it 
was sought to extract a restriction in- 
dependent of, and additional to, that 
contained in the words “while ensur- 


* Cmd. 1700, p. 18. 
* Cmd. 1700, p. 17. 
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SHTEINSHLE!IFER—Mr. and Mrs. N. L. 
Shteinshleifer, 166 Second Ave., wish 
their relatives and friends a healthy and 


prosperous New Year. 


STERNGOLD—Mr. and Mrs. Jacob M. 
Sterngold and family, 1054 New McNeil 
Ave., L. |., extend to their 


relatives and friends best wishes for the 


Lawrence, 


New Year. 


SCHULMAN—Mr. and Mrs. J. Schui- 
man, 300 Ocean Parkway, Brooklyn, N. Y., 
extend to their relatives and friends best 
wishes for a very happy, healthy and 
victorious New Year. 


TRACHTENBERG — Rabbi and Mrs. 
Joshua Trachtenberg, and Judith Miriam, 
i10 Parker Avenue, Easton, Pa., extend to 
their relatives and friends best wishes for 
a very happy, healthy and victorious New 
Year. 


WEILL—Mr. and Mrs. Max Weill and 
their family, of 262 Central Park West, 
extend to relatives and friends wishes for 


a happy and prosperous New Year. 


YABLON—Mr. and Mrs J. S. Yablon, 
1035 Washington Ave., Brooklyn, N. Y. 
extend to their relatives and friends best 
wishes for a very happy, healthy and 
prosperous New Year. 


ZAHN—Mr. and Mrs. Sam Zahn of 300 
Central Park West extend to relatives 
and friends wishes for a prosperous and 
happy New Year. 
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ing that the rights and position of 
other sections of the population are 
not prejudiced.” It was contended, * 
in effect, that the real meaning of the 
injunction to facilitate immigration 
under suitable conditions was that the 
Mandatory was to facilitate immigra- 
tion to the extent, and only to the 
extent, to which the conditions were 
suitable, and that whether conditions 
were suitable or not was for the 
Mandatory to decide as it thought fit. 
It is to be observed that this construc- 
tion of Article 6 is clearly an after- 
thought on the part of His Maesty's 
Government. The White Paper of 
1930° states that “the obligation 
contained in Article 6 to facilitate 
Jewish immigration and to encourage 
close settlement by Jews on the land 
is qualified by the requirement to 
ensure that the rights and position of 
other sections of the population are 
not prejudiced.” There is no sugges- 
tion of any other qualification. It 
clearly never occurred to the authors 
of the 1930 White Paper that a 
further, and much more extensive, 
because much vaguer, qualification 
was contained in the words “under 
suitable conditions”. Again, Mr. 
Ramsay MacDonald’s letter of 1931 
states that “in the one aspect, His 
Majesty’s Governments have to be 
mindful of their obligations to facili- 
tate Jewish immigration under suit- 
able conditions and to encourage close 
settlement by Jews on the land; in 
the other aspect they have to be 
equally mindful of their duty to 
ensure that no prejudice results to the 
rights and position ‘of the non-Jew- 
ish community.”* It will be seen 
that the obligation to the non-Tewish 
community is set against the obliga- 
tion to the Jews “to facilitate Jewish 
immigration under suitable condi- 
tion”, with no suggestion that the 
words “under suitable conditions” 
connote an obligation, not towards 
the Jews, but towards the Arabs. It 
is evident that both those who 
framed the White Paper of 1930 and 
Mr. Ramsay MacDonald in 1931 took 
it for granted that the words “facil- 
itate Jewish immigration under suit- 
able conditions” were to be read as 
a whole, and that, the qualifications 
having been disposed of by the words 
“while ensuring . . . are not prej- 
udiced”, Article 6 then passes to the 
positive obligation. This construction 
seems clearly to be correct. Article 6 


* See Mr. Malcolm Mac Donald’s speech 
in the House of Commons, May 22, 1939, 
Official Report, Cols. 1954-1955, and Lord 
Dufferin’s speech in the House of Lords. 
May Fa yey Official Report, Col. 86. 


® See paragraph 15 of the letter, Hansard, 


February 13, 1931, Vol. 248, cols. 751-757. 
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does not say—though it could easily 
have been said had it been meant— 
that Jewish immigration is to be per- 
mitted subject to such conditions as 
the Mandatory may think fit to im- 
pose, or that it is to be permitted to 
such extent (if any) as the Mandatory 
may think suitable. A duty to “facil- 
itate Jewish immigration under suit- 
able conditions” is a duty to facilitate 
Jewish immigration coupled with a 
duty to see that the immigrants come 
in under suitable conditions, as, for 
example, by making administrative 
arrangements ensuring that the flow 
of immigration is orderly and that the 
immigrants are properly selected. On 
no fair construction of the Mandate, 
read as a whole, is it possible to tor- 
ture the words “under suitable condi- 
tions” in Article 6 into a justification 
for subjecting Jewish immigration to 
an Arab veto. 


15. For the purpose of enquiring 
whether the Arab veto can be justified 
in the light of the Mandate by what 
has been said by His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment in defence of their immigra- 
tion policy, it has not been necessary 
to enter closely into the questions 
raised in Part II of the White Paper 
with regard to the principle of eco- 
nomic absorptive capacity. Even if all 
that is said on that subject were ad- 
mitted, the Arab veto would still re- 
quire, for its justification, more cogent 
arguments than any which His 
Majesty’s Government have been able 
to advance. But in fact no such ad- 
mission is made. On the contrary, 
there are ample grounds, both in 
reason and in authority, for the view 
that the principle of economic absorp- 
tive capacity is implicit in the Man- 
date, and that on no other principle 
can the duty to facilitate Jewish im- 
migration be properly discharged. 

16. So far as can be ascertained, 
the expression “economic absorptive 
capacity” was first used in an official 
statement in a speech in the House of 
Lords by the Duke of Sutherland, 
speaking for the Government, on Feb- 
ruary 14, 1922." The Government 
had been asked a question with re- 
gard to “the introduction into the 
country [Palestine] of more than 
20,000 aliens against the wishes of 
more than 90 per cent. of the people, 
and in violation of enemy * law.” The 
Government's reply was as follows:— 


“As regards immigration, the ob- 
ligations imposed on His Majesty's 
Government by the conditions un- 
der which Palestine was entrusted 
to them made it necessary for them 
to initiate a policy of strictly con- 
trolled and selected Jewish immi- 
gration up to the economic absorp- 
tive capacity of the country”. 
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It will be observed that the words are 
“up to the economic absorptive capac- 
ity”. No doubt can exist as to what 
was meant when it is remembered that 
what the Government had been in- 
vited to explain was why so many im- 
migrants had been admitted. Thus, 
as early as February, 1922, when eco- 
nomic absorptive capacity was first 
mentioned in an official statement in 
connection with immigration, it was 
mentioned in language which implied 
that it was regarded as providing a 
criterion, and not merely as fixing an 
upper limit. 

17. In the Statement of Policy con- 
tained in the White Paper of 1922 
the material passage is that which lays 
it down that “Jewish immigration 
cannot be so great in volume as to ex- 
ceed whatever may be the economic 
capacity of the country at the time to 
absorb new arrivals.”” Attempts have 
been made to extract support for the 
proposals now put forward from the 
words “cannot be so great as to ex- 
ceed.”* It has been pointed out that 
all that is actually announced is a re- 
striction, the inference sought to be 
drawn being that, while the 1922 
Statement of Policy strengthens the 
negative obligations contained in the 
qualifying proviso to Article 6 of the 
Mandate, it leaves His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment free to give effect to the 
positive obligation in such manner 
and to such extent as they may think 
fit. The passage relating to economic 
absorptive capacity in the White 
Paper of 1922 does announce a re- 
striction but its real significance can- 
not be appreciated by looking at the 
restrictive words in the abstract and 
without reference to the circumstances 
in which they were used. When the 
Balfour Declaration was published, 
the impression made upon the mind 
of the average Zionist was that Pales- 
tine was to be thrown open to Jews 
as freely as England is open to home- 
coming Englishmen, or, at the least, 
that there was to be mass immigration 
controlled and organized by the Jews 
themselves. These expectations were 
cut down by the announcement that 
immigration could not be permitted 
to exceed the economic capacity of 
the country to absorb new arrivals. In 
making it clear that that limit must 
be respected, His Majesty's Govern- 
ment were, indeed, imposing a fe- 
striction, but a restriction which can- 
not be properly understood without 
considering its antecedents and back- 
ground. Let it be supposed that a 


7 House of Lords, February 14, 1922, 
Official Report, Col. 149. 

® J.e., Ottoman. 

° Cmd. 1700, p. 19. 

1 See, for example, Mr. MacDonald’s 
speech in the House of Commons, May 22, 
1939, Official Report, Col. 1954. 
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person who was under the impression 
that he was to receive ten pounds is 
told that he is not to have more than 
five. He would have some reason for 
feeling aggrieved if, on asking for the 
five pounds, he were told that no such 
sum had been promised him—he had 
merely been informed that he was not 
to have ten. 

18. But the Jewish case is, in fact, 
much stronger than this. On June 
3rd, 1922, a copy of the 1922 State- 
ment of Policy was sent by the Colo- 
nial Office to the Zionist Organiza- 
tion, with a request for a formal as- 
surance that it accepted the policy.’ 
In giving this assurance on June 18th, 
1922, the Zionist Organization com- 
mented as follows on that part of the 
Statement which related to immigra- 
tion: —* 

“The Executive further observe 
that His Majesty’s Government 
acknowledge . . . that it is neces- 
sary that the Jews shall be able to 
increase their numbers in Palestine 
by immigration, and understand 
from the Statement of Policy that 
the volume of such immigration is 
to be determined by the economic 
capacity of the country from time 
to time to absorb new arrivals”. 

This was plainly intended to exclude 
the possibility of the passage in ques- 
tion being construed as merely im- 
posing an upper limit. The Zionist 
Executive were at pains to make it 
clear that what they understood the 
Statement to mean was that Jewish 
immigration was to proceed up to, 
though not beyond, the limit fixed by 
economic absorptive capacity. This 
letter did not elicit any indication of 
dissent on the part of His Majesty’s 
Government. The assurance which 
the Zionist Organization had been in- 
vited to give had been asked for, 
as explained in the Colonial Office 
letter of June 3rd, 1922,* with a view 
to the removal of misunderstanding. 
It is clear that misunderstandings 
would have been created rather than 
removed if, on one of the main points 
touched upon in the Statement of 
Policy, His Majesty's Government 
and the Zionist Organization had been 
at variance in their construction of the 
Statement. If His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment did not agree with the construc- 
tion placed by the Zionist Executive 
on the passage relating to itnmigra- 
tion, they might reasonably have been 
expected to make this clear. Shortly 
before the confirmation of the Man- 
date, copies of the Statement of Pol- 
icy, the Colonial Office letter of June 
3rd, 1922,* and the Zionist Organiza- 
tion’s reply of June 18th, were sent 


? Cmd. 1700, No. 5, p. 17. 
® Ibid., No. 7, pp. 28-29. 
* Ibid., No. 5, p. 17. 
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by His Majesty’s Government to the 
Secretary General of the League of 
Nations for the information of the 
Council." This was plainly an in- 
vitation to the Council to take note of 
these documents in confirming the 
Mandate. The Council was entitled 
to treat the Statement of Policy as an 
authoritative exposition of the prin- 
ciples which His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment proposed to apply in giving 
effect to the Mandate, so far as it re- 
lated to the Jewish National Home. 
In the absence of any indication to the 
contrary, the Council was also entitled 
to assume that the construction placed 
by the Zionist Organization upon 
what was said in the Statement on the 
subject of absorptive capacity was ac- 
cepted by His Majesty’s Government 
as correct. Let it be supposed that A 
sends a document to B with a request 
for his assent. On one vital point the 
document is not free from ambiguity. 
B, in assenting, explains the construc- 
tion which he places on the document. 
A makes no comment. He then sends 
the document and the correspondence 
to C, still without comment. For a 
period of years, A, B, and C all act in 
harmony with B’s construction. It 
would hardly be suggested that, either 
as between A and B, or as between A 
and C, it would still be open to A to 
insist that B’s construction, though 
left uncontradicted at the time, and 
subsequently acted upon by all parties 
for a period of years, must be set aside 
in favor of precisely the construction 
which B had quite plainly intended to 
exclude. 


19. That the economic absorptive 
capacity principle was for a long 
period of years applied in practice in 
the sense of the Zionist Organization’s 
letter of June 18th, 1922, is a fact 
which is not in dispute, though the 
White Paper appears to under-esti- 
mate its relevance. But, quite apart 
from this, there is ample authority for 
the view that the construction con- 
tended for by the Jewish Agency is 
correct. There is first the authority 
of British Ministers. In 1933, for 
example, more than ten years after the 
publication of the White Paper, and 
the confirmation of the Mandate, the 
then Colonial Secretary (Sir Philip 
Cunliffe-Lister) stated in the House 
of Commons:— 


“It has always been the policy 
followed by the Mandatory Power 
—and no other policy could pos- 
sibly be pursued in Palestine in 
carrying out the idea of a national 
home—that the economic condi- 
tions of the country must govern 
the number of immigrants.” ° 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


In the light of the opening words of 
this statement, there can be no doubt 
as to what was meant by the ex- 
pression “govern”. But of greater 
significance are the more considered 
statements made on behalf of His 
Majesty’s Government at the Seven- 
teenth (Extraordinary) Session of the 
Permanent Mandates Commission in 
1930, when the Accredited British 
Representative was the then Under- 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, 
Dr. Drummond Shiels. Speaking of 
immigration policy, Dr. Shiels said 
that 


“there had been no want of 
guiding principle. The guiding 
principle had been specifically 
stated in the Command Paper of 
1922, where the principle was laid 
down that immigration into Pales- 
tine must be effected according to 
the economic capacity of the coun- 
try to absorb new immigrants. That 
was a very definite guiding prin- 
ciple.” * 

The proposition that immigration 
must not exceed economic absorptive 
capacity, interpreted in a purely re- 
strictive sense, would plainly not an- 
swer to the description of. “a very 
definite guiding principle,” since it 
would merely fix a point beyond 
which immigration must not go, 
without affording any positive guid- 
ance as to how many immigrants 
were in fact to be brought in. When 
Dr. Shiels said that the White Paper 
of 1922 laid down the very definite 
guiding principle that immigration 
must be effected “according to the 
economic capacity of the country to 
absorb new immigrants”, the principle 
to which he was alluding was clearly 
that immigration was to be permitted 
up to, but not beyond, the point at 
which the country was economically 
capable of absorbing it. A similar in- 
ference is to be drawn from Dr. Shiels’ 
remark, at a later stage of the pro- 
ceedings, * that the Jewish Agency 

“had always accepted the pro- 
vision laid down in 1922 that the 
number of immigrants was to be 
according to the economic capacity 
of the country to absorb them.” 


Dr. Shiels can have been in no doubt 
as to the nature of the principle 
which had, in fact, been accepted by 
the Jewish Agency and had in prac- 
tice formed the basis of all its deal- 


5 Cmd. 1708, communication dated July 
1, 1922. 

®* House of Commons, April 3, 1933, 
Official Report, Col. 1419. 

7 XVII P. M. C., page 54. 

® Pp. M. C. XVII, page 82. 
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ings with the Palestine Government 
on the subject of immigration. It is 
true that Dr. Shiels was stating the 
effect of the White Paper of 1922, 
and was not referring to any express 
provision of the Mandate, but reasons 
have already been given for the view 
that the 1922 White Paper is binding 
on His Majesty's Government in re- 
lation to the construction of the Man- 
date, on which it was designed to 
serve as an authoritative commentary. 
As late as January, 1936, the High 
Commissioner, in summarizing the re- 
ply of the Secretary of State for the 
Colonies to a memorandum from 
Arab leaders, said: 


“The guiding principle as re- 
gards the admission of immigrants 
is @ policy of economic absorp- 
tive capacity, and His Majesty's 
Government contemplate no de- 
pafture from that principle.” 


20. The economic absorptive capac- 
ity principle, as thus interpreted, was 
approved by the Permanent Mandates 
Commission, which in its Report to 
the Council on the work of its Seven- 
teenth Session, stated that 


“The Commission views with 
approval the Mandatory Power's 
intention of keeping Jewish immi- 
gration proportionate to the coun- 
try’s capacity of economic absorp- 
tion, as clearly intimated in the 
White Paper of 1922.” 


The Report was approved by the 
Council of the League,” which must 
therefore be taken to have endorsed 
the views expressed by the Mandates 
“ Commission on the subject of immi- 
gration. Another passage from the 
same Report, but on a different sub- 
ject, is quoted in the 1930 Statement 
of Policy,* with the comment that “it 
is a source of satisfaction to them 
{His Majesty’s Government] that it 
has been rendered authoritative by the 
approval of the Council of the League 
of Nations.” The Council’s approval 
was given at the same time and in 
the same manner as it was given to 
that part of the same Report which 
dealt with immigration. The recent 
White Paper‘ refers to “resolutions 
of the Permanent Mandates Commis- 
sion,” but refrains from adding that 
they have been rendered authoritative 
by the approval of the Council of the 
League. 

21. The principles governing im- 
migration into Palestine were further 
discussed by the Permanent Mandates 


® Official Communique of the Palestine 
Government, January 30th, 1936. 
1 XVII P. M. C., page 942. 


? League of Nations Official Journal, 


November 1930, page 1292. 
_ * Cmd. 3692, paragraph 8, page 11. 
* Cmd. 6019, paragraph 12, pp. 8-9. 
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They Save Their Lives for the Jewish People 
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The heroic deeds of the Warsaw Jewish Ghetto will never be for- 
gotten. To pay tribute to the heroism of our two martyr-chalutzoth 
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Commission at its 32nd Session 
(1937). The Chairman’s remarks 
leave no doubt as to what the Com- 
mission meant to convey by its ob- 
servations on the subject in its 1930 
Report:— 

“The Chairman . . . recalled that 
in 1930 the Council, on the advice 
of the Mandates Commission, had 
accepted the principle put forward 
by the Mandatory Power itself,— 
namely that Jewish immigration 
should be authorized to the extent 
allowed by the country’s capacity 
of economic absorption.” ° 

The discussion on this occasion arose 
from the decision taken by His 
Majesty’s Government to fix an arbi- 
trary quota for Jewish immigration, 
pending a decision on the question of 
partition.° The Commission made the 
following observations in its report to 
the Council: —* 


“The Commission does not ques- 
tion that the Mandatory Power, re- 
sponsible as it is for the mainte- 
nance of order in the territory, may 
on occasion find it advisable to take 
such a step, and is competent to do 
sO, as an exceptional and pro- 
visional measure; it feels, however, 
bound fo draw attention to this de- 
parture from the principle, sanc- 
tioned by the League Council, that 
immigration is to be proportionate 
to the country’s economic absorp- 
tive Capacity.” 

In September, 1937, a resolution tak- 
ing note of this Report was adopted 
by the Council.“ In a later resolution 
on the question of partition, the Coun- 
cil took occasion to recall “the assur- 
ances given . . . by the Representative 
of the United Kingdom on the sub- 
ject. of immigration’—the allusion 
being to Mr. Eden’s assurance that 
the imposition of the arbitrary quota 
was to be regarded as “a purely tem- 
porary measure designed to meet 
temporary and exceptional conditions. 
If, as the Commission said, it were a 
departure from a principle sanctioned 
by the Council on a former occasion, 
Mr. Eden’s colleagues on the Council 
would, he was sure, appreciate the 
special circumstances in which that de- 
cision had been taken.”* It is clear 
that both the Mandates Commission 
and the Council viewed with mis- 
giving even the temporary substitu- 
tion of an arbitrary quota for the 
principle of economic absorptive 
capacity. What is now announced is 
not a temporary departure from the 
principle but its total repudiation. 


5 XXXII P. M. C., page 112. 

®° See Cmd. 5513, paragraph 6. 

7 XXXII P. M. C, page 233. 

8 See Minutes of Ninety-Eighth Session, 
para. 3937. 

° 1b., p. 16. 
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22. Article 6 of the Mandate, which 
requires the Administration of Pales- 
tine to facilitate Jewish immigration, 
requires it also to encourage close set- 
tlement by Jews on the land, special 
reference being made to State lands 
and waste lands not required for pub- 
lic purposes. Just as the White Paper 
proposes to bring Jewish immigration 
to an end, so also it proposes to ob- 
struct the acquisition of land for Jew- 
ish settlement by restrictions which, 
though vaguely described, are clearly 
intended to be sweeping. Any meas- 
ures interfering with sales by Arabs as 
such, or with purchases by Jews as 
such, would, in so far as they affected 
inhabitants of Palestine, infringe the 
principle of non-discrimination im- 
plicit in Articles 2 and 15 of the Man- 
date. But even if in form discrimina- 
tion is avoided, what is clearly in- 
tended is a drastic reduction of the 
area available for Jewish settlement. 
His Majesty's Government refer, in 
defense of their policy, to “the reports 
of several expert Commissions,” but 
the Commissions which have visited 
Palestine of recent years were not pri- 
marily composed of agricultural ex- 
perts qualified to express an authorita- 
tive opinion on the matters with 
which Part III of the White Paper is 
concerned. Much clearer evidence than 
any which has yet been produced 
would be required to show that the 
far-reaching restrictions which are evi- 
dently contemplated are genuinely re- 
quired to ensure that the rights and 
position of the Arab rural population 
shall not be prejudiced, within the 
meaning of Article 6 of the Mandate. 
It is to be observed that the duty of 
ensuring that the rights and position 
of other sections of the population 
shall not be prejudiced is coupled in 
Article 6 with a positive obligation, 
not only to facilitate the immigration 
of Jews, but to encourage close settle- 
ment by Jews on the land. The White 
Paper contains nothing to suggest that 
His Majesty’s Government propose to 
take any steps to carry out this obliga- 
tion, or indeed, that they recognize its 
existence. 

23. Attention was drawn in the 
preceding paragraph to the reference 
in Part III of the White Paper to “the 
reports of several expert Commis- 
sions,” with regard to land settlement 
and agriculture. But there are other 
matters on which both the Royal Com- 
mision and the Woodhead Commis- 
sion were qualified to speak with much 
greater authority, and if His Majesty’s 
Government rely unreservedly upon 
their Reports in part III of the White 
Paper, their views are clearly entitled 
to at least equal weight in relation to 
the matters discussed in part I. The 


75 





New Year 
Greetings 


New York 
Joint Board 


Amalgamated 
Clothing 
Workers 


of America 


Louts HOLLANDER 
JoserpH CATALANOTTI 
Managers 


ABRAHAM MILLER 
Secretary-Treasurer 











bn bn be be bn be bn bo hr ho ho ha ha ha ha a ha ha ha nr a 





rvyvvuvvvvvwvvevvvv=vvwvvvvwv* 


NEW YEAR GREETINGS 


from 


CORSET & BRASSIERE 
WORKERS' UNION 
Local 32 


932 BROADWAY 
New York City 


ABRAHAM Snyper, Manager 


bn bn bn be bn bn bn bn bn he hn he he he Mn ha he hi Mn Mn i a 


a 


VuUVvuVvVvVVVVVVVUVVVVVVVVY 





eh hi hi bi hn hi hi hi hi hi hi hi hi hi hi hi hi hi hi hl 











Holiday Greetings from 
WATSON ELEVATOR CO. 


407 WEST 36th STREET 
New York, N. Y. 




















Holiday Greetings from 
SAM ROTH 
BROADWAY THEATRE TICKET OFFICE 


227 WEST 45th STREET 
New York City 





























Holiday Greetings from 
G. & S. SPECIALTY MFG. CO. 


218 BEDFORD AVENUE 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 























76 


CSCS SSS CCSOS 
We extend ScncerE greetings lo ald CUF frends 
and (fatrons Via a HMafifpy New Yoar 


=~ 
: 








Chee 7 hnWaiG 
Pete Tens Shoes 


$6.95 to $10.45 


=) 


for 49 Years 





Fine Shoes 


23 Cortlandt Street + 1113 Broodwoy - 1389 Broadway 
BROOKLYN: 348 Fulton Street 898 Flatbush Avenue 
Also Stores in Philadelphia and Washington, D. C. 


26 Est 42nd Street + 26 New Street - 
BRONX: 314 East Fordham Road : 
NEWARK: 843 Broad Street « 
RALQLLLLLALLLALLLA ALLY ALNAY LAND 

















Jewish Friends 


W. T. GRANT CoO. 


Variety Stores 



































Greetings from 


United Hatters, Cap 
and Millinery Workers 


International Union 


245 FIFTH AVENUE 
New York City 


MAX ZARITSKY, President 














New Year Greetings 


SOMERS & CONZEN JOHN LEISENHEIMER 


FIXTURES 


756 Third mp ll N.Y 54 BOGART STREET 
venue n, N.Y. 
SOuth 8-3700 Brooklyn, N. Y. 


“BLUE COAL” EV. 8-1424 






































JEWISH FRONTIER 


foregoing excerpts may, therefore, be 
apposite: 

“At any given moment there 
must be either an Arab or a Jewish 
majority in Palestine, and the Gov- 
ernment of an independent Pales- 
tine, freed from the Mandate, would 
have to be either an Arab or a Jew- 
ish Government.” (Royal Commis- 
sion Report, p. 362.) ; 

“The worst possible form of set- 
tlement would be one which left 
both Jews and Arabs in any part of 
Palestine uncertain whether in a 
few years’ time either of them may 
not be subjected against their will 
to the political dominance of the 
other.” (Partition Commission Re- 
port, p. 103.) 

“If the projected measure of self- 
government was to have any reality, 
if it meant any real increase of Arab 
power or influence in legislation and 
administration, then the Jews be- 
lieved—and in our opinion the be- 
lief was justified—that such power 
or influence would be used against 
the interests of the Jewish National 
Home.” (Royal Commission Re- 
port, pp. 359-360). 


24. The “reports of the expert 
Commissions” relied upon in Part III 
of the White Paper will be found, 
properly understood, to offer the plain- 
est warnings against proposals of the 
nature outlined in Part I. The essence 
of these proposals is that, at the end of 
a transitional period, Palestine shall be- 
come an independent State, in which, 
by means of the artificial restriction 
and eventual stoppage of Jewish im- 
migration, the Arabs are to be assured 
of a preponderance of at least two to 
one. During the transitional period, 
the majority status of the Arabs is to 
be reflected in a two to one representa- 
tion among the heads of Departments, 
—a clear indication of the principles 
on which the Constitution of the inde- 
pendent State may be expected to be 
framed. It is by these means that His 
Majesty’s Government propose to carry 
out their obligation under the Man. 
date to create such political, adminis- 
trative and economic conditions as will 
secure the establishment of the Jewish 
National Home. 

25. In paragraph 4 of the White 
Paper His Majesty’s Government state 
that “they would regard it as contrary 
to their obligations to the Arabs under 
the Mandate as well as to the assur- 
ances which have been given to the 
Arab people in the past, that the Arab 
population of Palestine should be 
made the subjects of a Jewish State 
against their will.” It is difficult to 
understand how His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment can have persuaded themselves 
that it would not be contrary to their 
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obligations to the Jews under the 
Mandate, and to the assurances given 
to the Jewish people in the past, that 
the Jewish population of Palestine 
should be made the subjects of an 
Arab State against their will. It is no 
answer to say that the State will not be 
an Arab State but a Palestinian State. 
It is not names that matter, but real- 
ities. The authority of the Royal Com- 
mission has already been quoted for 
the proposition that “at any given 
moment there must be either an Arab 
or a Jewish majority in Palestine, and 
the Government of an independent 
Palestine, freed from the Mandate, 
would have to be either an Arab or a 
Jewish Government . . .” It can make 
little difference to the Jews whether 
the State into which they are forced is 
an Arab State so described or a “Pales- 
tinian” State with an Arab Govern- 
ment. “Forced” is the correct expres- 
sion, for it has been made clear that 
the independent State is to be formed, 
and the Jews included in it, with or 
without Jewish consent.’ It is true 
that it is stated to be the desire of His 
Majesty's Government that the inde- 
pendent State “should be one in which 
Arabs and Jews share in government 
in such a way as to ensure that the es- 
sential interests of each community are 
safeguarded.”* There was some talk 
of safeguards in the Parliamentary 
Debate, but, pressed for more precise 
information, Mr. MacDonald could 
only state vaguely that “those are mat- 
ters for consideration when the time 
arrives.”" ... 

25. But it is not only a question of 
security; it is a question of status. Mr. 
MacDonald, though unable to be more 
specific on the question of safeguards, 
declared that “the whole spirit of this 
arrangement .. . is that the interests of 
the minority and majority in Palestine 
shall be adequately secured.”*° The 
status of a minority in the nominal en- 
joyment of minority rights is not the 
status which was contemplated for the 
Jews when His Majesty’s Government 
promised them to facilitate the estab- 
lishment in Palestine of a National 
Home for the Jewish people, or when 
that promise was subsequently incor- 
porated in the Mandate. Addressing 
the Permanent Mandates Commission 
as the Accredited British Representa- 
tive in 1937, Lord Harlech® stated, 
with reference to the Jews, that “he 
agreed .. . that the fundamental ques- 
tion was that of status . . . From the 


* See House of Lords, May 23, 1939, 
Official Report, Cols. 104-105. 

* Cmd. 6019, paragraph 10, p. 6. 

* House of Commons, May 22, 1939, 
Official Report, Col. 1961. 

5 House of Commons, May 22, 1939, 
Col. 1962. 

° Then Mr. Ormsby Gore. 


Jewish point of view, status was all 
important.”” In the White Paper of 
1937° His Majesty's Government 
point out, as one of the advantages of 
the partition scheme, that “the Jews 
would at least cease to live a ‘minority 
life; and the primary objective of 
Zionism would thus be attained.” It is 
now proposed to fulfill the British 
Government's “declaration of sym- 
pathy with Zionist aspirations” by im- 
posing upon the Jews in Palestine pre- 
cisely the status of which Zionism is 
designed to relieve them. 


26. It is characteristic of the spirit 
in which the constitutional proposals 
are conceived that they tacitly brush 
aside the connection, repeatedly ack- 
nowledged by British statesmen in the 
past and expressly recognized in the 
preamble to the Mandate, between 
Palestine and the Jewish people as a 
whole. The symbol of that connection, 
the Jewish Agency, is studiously ig- 
nored. The “appropriate body” to be 
set up under paragraph 10(6) of the 
White Paper for the purpose of re- 
viewing the constitutional situation is 
to be representative of “the people of 
Palestine.” The Jewish Agency is not 
mentioned and seems clearly intended 
to be excluded, notwithstanding its 
status under Article 4 of the Mandate, 
and notwithstanding that in the White 
Paper of May, 1930,° the question of 
self-government was described by His 
Majesty’s Government as “one which 
deeply concerns the Jewish Agency.” 
As though to make it clear that the 
Arab people as a whole is henceforth 
to be brought into the affairs of Pales- 
tine, and the Jewish people as a whole 
kept out, the White Paper proceeds to 
announce that if, at the end of ten 
years, His Majesty's Government 
should desire to postpone the creation 
of the independent State, they will first 
consult with representatives of the 
people of Palestine, the Council of the 
League of Nations, and the neighbor- 
ing Arab States, and that if they should 
still think that postponement is un- 
avoidable, the Arab States will be in- 
cluded among the parties to be con- 
sulted as to plans for the future. The 
Jewish Agency, with all that it stands 
for, recedes from the scene, and in its 
place are brought forward the Arab 
Kings. It was not in this spirit nor 
with these intentions that the British 
Government published the Balfour 
Declaration and accepted the Mandate. 
London, 


1.6.39. 
? XXXII P.M. C,, p. 180. 


® Cmd. 5513, para. 7. 
® Cmd. 3582, para. 7, page 9. 
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For Rosh Hashonah 


We respectfully urge that you 

order early for the High Holi- 

days to insure timely delivery. 
td 


Prayer books, bibles, mahzarim, 

talasim and gift books of Jew- 

ish interest for every occasion. 
* e 


The Romance of a People—By How- 
ard Fast. Illustrated by Rafaello 
Busoni. 

Deluxe Edition $2.50 
School Edition 1.50 


The author of ‘“‘Haym Salomon,”’ ‘Citizen 
Tom Paine’ and the ‘‘Unvanquished’’ gives 
as a briltiant, exciting and dramatic story 
of Jewish History. 


The Picture Book History of the Jews 
—By Howard & Bette Fast. 
$1.25 
Children of seven and up will particularly 


enjoy this four color picture book introduc- 
tion to Jewish History. 


Jewish Holidays and Festivals, Jewish 
Customs and Ceremonies—By Ben 
M. Edidin. 

Each $1.50 
These two illustrated books on our memo- 
rial days and rites are proving more popular 
every day. For students and adults alike, 
they round out a complete picture of Jewish 
life with which everyene should be familiar. 


The Complete Bar Mitzvah Book—B8y 

Rabbi Joseph Marcus. 

$1.25 

Contains illustrated instruction and useful 
glossary in English. Music chants by Moshe 
Nathanson includes all the Haftorahs in 
Hebrew. 

a 


A Treasure Hunt in Judaism—By Rab- 
bi Harold P. Smith. Illustrated. 
$1.50 
Here, for the first time, is a complete text 
book for American Jewish children, on Jew- 
ish concepts, written by an American born 
and trained educator, and from an American 
orthodox point of view. First edition sold 
before printing. 
e 
West of the Nile, e biographical story 
of Saadia Gaon—By Abraham Bur- 
stein. Illustrated by Howard Simon. 
$1.25 
In commemoration of the 1000th anni- 
versary of Saadia Gaon, Rabbi Burstein has 
prepared this delightful tale for youngsters. 
Both entertaining and educational, it has 
proved very popular. 


a 
The Boy of Vilna—By Abraham Bur- 
stein. Illustrated. 
$1.25 


This story of Vilna’s great rabbi and edu- 
cator will add knowledge to our youngsters, 
besides being a fine story in Rabbi Burstein's 
very best style. 

= 
Write for our complete cata- 
loque, sent free upon request, 


e 
Hebrew Publishing Co. 
79 Delancey Street 
New York, N. Y. 





° Buy U. S. War Savings Bonds * 
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A Happy New Ysar 


TO ALL FRIENDS OF THE 

HISTADRUT IN THE UNITED 

STATES AND CANADA 
May the New Year bring the complete triumph of light over 
darkness, of freedom over enslavement, of humanity over hate. 
And out of that triumph may our National Homeland emerge as 
the harbinger of the new world of peace and justice. May we, 
the friends of the Histadrut, go ever onward in our work toward 
the cooperative commonwealth in Eretz Israel. 


With Best Wishes, 


National Labor Committee for Palestine 


JOSEPH SCHLOSSBERG 
National Chairman 


ISAAC HAMLIN 
National Secretary 














NOW... MORE 
THAN EVER 


You need the warmth and good- 
fellowship of this large fraternal 
organization, the added measure of 



































security it affords you and your 
family, the opportunity it gives to 
be of service to our country and the 


Jewish people. 


interesting Activities e¢ Fraternal Benefits e Labor Zionist Program 





The Jewish National Workers’ Alliance 


45 EAST 17th STREET, NEW YORK CITY Send for Free Literature 
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. 


Today. 


Moderation in all things 
except WORK FOR VICTORY! 


All SCHENLEY distilleries are work- 
ing day-and night producing vital war 
alcohol for victory! 





available 


‘There's still enough 
Lo enjoy 


in moderation / 


SCHENLEY 


‘ome 
) 





BLENDED WHISKEY 86 proof. The straight whiskies in this product are 6 years or more old; 40% straight 
whiskey, 60% neutral spirits distilled from fruit and grains. 23% straight whiskey, 6 years old. 17% straight whiskey, 
7 years old. Schenley Distillers Corp., N C. 
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May the 
Blast of the Shofar 
usher in 
a New Year of 
Health, Happiness and Peace 























H. J. HEINZ COMPANY 
PITTSBURGH, PA. 
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